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ABSTRACT
Examining the Effects of Pronunciation Strategy
Usage on Pronunciation Gains by L2
Japanese Learners

Seth L. Robins
Center for Language Studies
Master of Arts
Language learning strategies have become an important element of second language
acquisition research over the course of the last few decades. Much research on these strategies
has been dedicated to speaking, reading, and other language skill sets. However, one essential
skill needed for communication is pronunciation. No matter how proficient other areas of
linguistic ability may be, it can be difficult to interact effectively with native speakers if one’s
pronunciation is poor. Yet research dedicated to pronunciation and language learning strategies
is in surprisingly short supply. Of those studies that have researched pronunciation strategies,
some have been dedicated to discovering new pronunciation strategies (Derwing & Rossiter,
2002; Osburne, 2003; and Vitanova & Miller, 2002), while others (Peterson, 2000) categorized
pronunciation strategies using a well known strategy inventory. However, there is one study that
has gone in a different direction concerning pronunciation strategies. Rather than categorize
pronunciation strategies using a strategy taxonomy like Oxford (1990), Eckstein (2007)
categorized pronunciation strategies using Kolb’s (1984) Experiential Learning Cycle model and
found significant effects between pronunciation accuracy and use of pronunciation strategies
mapped using Eckstein’s (2007) Pronunciation Acquisition Construct (PAC).
The present study tested the PAC by teaching pronunciation strategies to L2 Japanese
learners. The aim of the current study was to examine the effect of pronunciation strategy usage
categorized using the PAC upon pronunciation gains and to examine learner differences based
upon pronunciation gains and strategy usage. In doing so, significant gains were found in
contextualized pronunciation. Additionally, subjects who more frequently used the strategy
“think of benefits to be gained by improving pronunciation”, a motivation strategy, were found
to show higher levels of pronunciation gain in a non-contextualized pronunciation environment.
Keywords: pronunciation, pronunciation strategies, pronunciation gain, Japanese, second
language acquisition, language learning strategies, strategy instruction, pronunciation acquisition
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Chapter One: Introduction
Many language teachers will agree that the main purpose of language learning and
teaching is “successful communication” (Brown, 2008, p. 203). The notion that spoken language
be given primacy in language learning has existed for hundreds of years (Banathy & Sawyer,
1969).
One essential component of successful communication is pronunciation. In a 2002 study,
Derwing and Rossiter found that 42% of the subjects surveyed in their study felt that
pronunciation was their biggest linguistic obstacle, and 39% of all subjects surveyed in the study
reported not knowing how to fix their pronunciation problems. In other words, no matter how
well one may have acquired aspects (e.g. grammar, speaking skills, etc.) of another language, if
pronunciation is not accurately acquired the language acquisition process may be undermined.
Christensen and Warnick (2006) mention that one of the reasons we learn language is to
“develop relationships with members of the target culture. If we are able to ‘communicate,’ but
our speech is full of mistakes and poor pronunciation, it is less likely that native speakers will be
eager to spend time with us. Conversely, when we speak and act as much as possible like the
natives of the target culture, they will be more at ease and more likely to want to develop and
continue the relationship” (p. 95). Therefore, if speech is truly given primacy in the language
classroom and if, as Han expressed, “good pronunciation is the basis of spoken language
proficiency” (1963), it stands to reason that we should pay more attention to this aspect of the
spoken language and effectively help students to learn pronunciation in order to assist them and
native speaking interlocutors to be as comfortable as possible when conversing in the target
language. One way to help students learn how to effectively acquire pronunciation is through the
employment of language learning strategies. If language learners effectively apply learning
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strategies towards other linguistic skills, then one could surmise that learners also could or do use
strategies to attempt to acquire native-like pronunciation as well.
The field of language learning strategies itself has received a lot of attention over the past
few decades (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975;
Vann & Abraham, 1990). However, studies that have examined learning strategies and
pronunciation have been few (Derwing & Rossiter, 2002; Eckstein, 2007: Osburne, 2003;
Peterson, 2000; Vitanova & Miller, 2002). With so much work having been done in other aspects
of language learning strategies, the field of pronunciation strategies is “ripe for research”
(Eckstein, 2007, p. 2). In fact, it was Eckstein who proposed not only the importance of using
pronunciation strategies, but the need to categorize pronunciation strategies with an empiricallybased learning construct. He states the advantage in this is that “using a language acquisition
construct as the basis for pronunciation strategy categorization … provides a classification
scheme that . . . is theory-driven and can inform recursive strategy usage” (p. 78). According to
Eckstein, the other advantage is that “pronunciation learners and teachers can use this
categorization scheme to identify and utilize a variety of strategies across the pronunciation
acquisition spectrum” (p. 78).
The learning theory construct to which Eckstein referred is Kolb’s Experiential Learning
Cycle model (1984). This model suggests that learning does not occur in a linear fashion, but
rather is a four step cycle (see Figure 1 below).

3

Concrete Experience

Testing Implications of
Concepts in New
Situations

Observations and
Reflections

Formation of Abstract Concepts and
Generalizations

Figure 1. Kolb’s Experiential Learning Cycle Construct
For the purposes of Eckstein’s study, Kolb’s Experiential Learning Cycle was adapted to
apply to pronunciation acquisition. Eckstein referred to this as the Pronunciation Acquisition
Construct (PAC). In this way, Eckstein relabeled Kolb’s four categories to appropriately describe
similar contexts in second language (L2) pronunciation acquisition.
Table 1
Kolb's (1984) Construct and Eckstein's (2007) PAC
Kolb’s (1984) Experiential

Eckstein’s (2007) Pronunciation

Learning Cycle Model

Acquisition Construct

Concrete Experience

Input/Practice

Observations and Reflections

Feedback/Noticing

Formation of Abstract Concepts and
Generalizations

Hypothesis Forming

Testing Implications of Concepts in New Situations

Hypothesis Testing

Eckstein’s adaptation of Kolb’s Experiential Learning Cycle model is thus represented as
in the figure below (Figure 2).
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Input/Practice

Hypothesis Testing

Feedback/Noticing

Hypothesis Forming

Figure 2. Eckstein’s Pronunciation Acquisition Construct
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this thesis is to test Eckstein’s Pronunciation Acquisition Construct to see
whether pronunciation gains can be made through using strategies based upon a cyclic learning
construct. The research was conducted by borrowing pronunciation strategies from previous
studies and arranging them into the different categories proposed by Eckstein (2007). In addition,
since the current study was conducted on learners of Japanese, strategies that were believed to be
specific to Japanese were added by the researcher. This was done in part because most previous
pronunciation strategy studies have been dedicated primarily to learning English as a second
language (ESL).
The purpose of this treatment was to examine whether Japanese language learners, after
being taught to use pronunciation strategies, could make significant pronunciation gains in
instances of spontaneous, contextualized speech (elicited by a narration activity) and in a noncontextual vocabulary assessment form (elicited using a list of words containing the target
sounds of the study).
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Significance of the Study
The primary purpose of this study is to determine whether or not significant gains in
segmental (“individual speech sound” (Doborovolsky, 2005, p. 17)) pronunciation can be
made by subjects who learn and apply pronunciation strategies based on Eckstein’s (2007)
Pronunciation Acquisition Construct (PAC). This study also examines learner differences in
terms of degree of pronunciation gain and pronunciation strategy usage.
The results of this study show significant gains made in contextualized
pronunciation during a span of ten academic weeks by experimental group subjects
participating in a narration activity. In addition, the results show that experimental group
subjects who reported using a motivation strategy frequently were shown to experience
higher rates of pronunciation gain over the course of the study. These results suggest that
other learners may also experience pronunciation gain within the course of one semester by
using the strategies outlined in the study. In addition, the results of this study suggest the
importance of motivation as a component of the second language pronunciation acquisition
process.
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Chapter Two: Review of Literature
The purpose of this study is to determine whether using pronunciation strategies affects
the learning of specific Japanese phonological segments in a foreign language classroom. The
overall objective of this chapter is to provide a review of previous studies that examined the
effects of learning strategies usage upon second language learning. In addition, a review of
studies that examined pronunciation strategies will be discussed as will the need for more
research on learning strategies and their effect upon second language pronunciation learning.
Specifically, this chapter will look at a historical perspective of previous research conducted in
language learning strategies. Next, it will discuss research dedicated to pronunciation strategies
and demonstrate a need for more specific research in this area. Finally, implications for this
study will be discussed as well as the proposed research questions for the current study.
Language Learning Strategy Research
In order to understand language learning strategies and how they assist language learners,
it is necessary to define what language learning strategies are. Arguably, the most commonly
accepted definition in Second Language Acquisition (SLA) comes from Oxford (2002) who
defines language learning strategies as "“specific actions, behaviors, steps, or techniques that
subjects … use to improve their progress in developing L2 skills” (p. 124). Beginning in the
seventies, research dedicated to examining the characteristics of successful language learners and
the language learning strategies they use began to become very popular (Stern, 1975; Naiman et
al., 1978; Oxford, 1994; Griffiths, 2003; Griffiths, 2008).
Rubin (1975) was one of the very first to study language learning strategies in depth.
Rubin observed that a good language learner needs three things in particular: aptitude,
motivation, and opportunity. Rubin observed that good language learners are highly motivated
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and are actively engaged in learning, a result confirmed by Wenden (1985), who also discovered
a correlation between activity and language acquisition. In terms of opportunity, Rubin stated
that good learners will use different strategies (such as accessing audiovisual materials, making
opportunities to communicate with native speakers, practicing, and becoming aware of their own
and native speakers’ speech and how to correct discrepancies). The use of these strategies is
thought to make what otherwise could be boring memorization tasks meaningful and fun.
In a later study, Ramirez (1986) observed that good French language learning students
used eight different types of strategies: memorization, self-monitoring, opportunity creation [to
use the language], verification, vocabulary learning techniques, use of linguistic knowledge and
context cues, inferencing or deduction, and practice.
Similarly, Reiss (1985) also found monitoring and practicing to be important strategies
employed by successful language learners. Additionally, Reiss discovered that guessing,
motivation, and mnemonics were also commonly used strategies by successful language
learners. In essence, this body of early language learning strategy research suggested that
successful language learners not only used a variety of strategies, but that they were motivated,
possessed metacognitive abilities (self-monitoring), and created opportunities to use their second
language.
In contrast to previous studies dedicated to examining successful language learners, Vann
and Abraham (1990) examined unsuccessful language learners. Vann and Abraham suggested
that learners who were active, or who spent effort doing homework and using strategies, were
generally more successful than other learners. They also discovered that both successful and
unsuccessful learners alike used a wide array of strategies and that both types of students used
many of the same strategies. Certainly one could argue that a less active learner could be less
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successful than those who are more actively attempting to learn, but as this study suggests, that is
not always the case. As Rubin (1975) suggested, motivation is also not enough to guarantee
success in language learning. Aptitude and opportunity are also necessary. Vann and Abraham
suggested that while unsuccessful learners actually employ good language learning strategies at
times, they often relied too heavily on certain strategies that were neither the most appropriate
nor the most effective strategies for the language objectives they were trying to achieve. In other
words, they appeared to lack the metacognitive (monitoring one’s mental processes) ability to
understand how to effectively apply a variety of strategies in appropriate ways.
In the late eighties, language strategy studies began to shift away from simply examining
the strategies used by successful language learners and began to examine how language learners
used strategies for improving L2 learning (Oxford, 1994). O’Malley, Chamot, and Kupper
(1989) used a think aloud protocol to examine how native Spanish speakers used learning
strategies as they were engaged in English listening comprehension activities. The results of the
study suggested that successful learners use strategies in a calibrated combination in order to
effectively achieve certain language tasks. Like Ramirez (1986) and Reiss (1985), O’Malley et
al. (1989) found self-monitoring or “checking one’s … production” (O’Malley et al., p. 427) to
be one of the three strategy types used by successful learners; the other two were inferencing
(determining conclusions), and elaboration (expounding upon the details of the listening
comprehension activity). Then, in 1990, Rebecca Oxford formulated the Strategy Inventory for
Language Learning (SILL). The SILL is considered to be the most comprehensive strategy
inventory in SLA (Hsiao & Oxford, 2002). It is an inventory of strategies categorized to six
different groups of strategies. These groups include memory strategies (developing the ability to
remember), cognitive strategies (mental processing), compensation strategies (the ability to fill in
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the gaps of misunderstanding), metacognitive strategies (self-monitoring of learning), and
affective strategies (motivation, anxiety, etc.). As the study of language learning strategies
became more popular, research began to focus more and more on the use of language learning
strategies in regards to specific language skills like reading, writing, speaking, and listening
(Barnett, 1988; Oxford, 1990; Anderson, 1991; Everson & Kuriya, 1998; Vidal, 2002). However,
as popular as language learning strategy research has been for over thirty years, there are
surprisingly few studies that have examined the strategies used by learners in order to improve
pronunciation (Derwing & Rossiter, 2002; Eckstein, 2007; Osburne, 2003; Peterson, 2000; and
Vitanova & Miller, 2002). In addition, there are no known studies that have examined the
strategies used by successful language learners in regards to pronunciation. Thus the remainder
of this chapter will focus on those studies that have examined pronunciation and language
learning strategies and areas in which pronunciation strategy research is still needed.
Pronunciation Strategies Research
This section will discuss pronunciation strategy research and the findings therein. The
research articles will be discussed chronologically, with the exception of Brown (2008) in order
to illustrate the direction that pronunciation strategy research has come, the important findings of
previous pronunciation strategy research, and areas that have not currently been addressed in this
field.
Brown (2008) was perhaps the first to combine the results of studies like Rubin (1975),
Reiss (1985), and Ramirez (1986) and the results of Vann and Abrahams’ (1990) study and apply
them to pronunciation strategies. Brown supports claims made by Rubin (1975), that good
language learners know their goals for learning a second language. Brown expounds further,
stating that those learners also know that pronunciation is a large part of achieving success in
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second language acquisition. He also notes that subjects must take risks (be willing to make
mistakes in order to learn) to improve pronunciation and understand that pronunciation is not a
skill to be learned in isolation, but a skill related to many other aspects of language. Finally,
Brown also wrote that good language learners know how to appropriately approach tasks.
However, Brown‘s suggestions are not empirically supported.
Of the empirically based pronunciation strategy studies, Peterson (2000) suggested that
language learning strategies and pronunciation are not only in need of empirical research, but
that strategy training is necessary for successful language learning. Peterson attempted to
categorize all pronunciation strategies found in her study using the SILL (Oxford, 1990). Shown
below are eight of Peterson’s twenty-one strategies that are pertinent to the current study.
Table 2
Eight of Peterson's (2000) Twenty-one Strategies
Portions of Peterson’s (2000) Strategies
1. Trying to recall and imitate a teacher’s mouth movements
2. Pronouncing a difficult word over and over
3. Practicing words using flash card
4. Forming and using hypotheses about pronunciation rules (‘Keep the mouth

tight when forming words, “particularly around the lips’)
5. Noticing contrasts between native and TL pronunciation
6. Self evaluating, with its specific tactic of recording oneself to listen to one’s

pronunciation)
7. Using humor to lower anxiety

The twenty-one strategies discovered by Peterson are previously undocumented
pronunciation strategies used by Spanish L2 learners. Peterson is the first to begin to categorize
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pronunciation strategies using a strategy taxonomy (a classification of strategies) like Oxford’s
(1990). Of the strategies that were discovered in her study, eight have been incorporated into the
treatment of the current study.
In addition, Peterson indicated that not all of the strategies fit exactly into Oxford’s
framework, which suggests that either there needs to be additional criteria added to Oxford’s
framework or the strategies need to be categorized in a different manner. According to Eckstein
(2007), this is because Oxford’s taxonomy does not accurately account for the manner in which
language, especially pronunciation, is learned. Eckstein writes that Peterson’s choice to use
Oxford’s (1990) taxonomy was more a matter of convenience than strong theoretical
underpinnings. He contends that the SILL itself is not flawed, rather the SILL categories cannot
account for the way in which the learner acquires pronunciation. He suggests a need for a
classification system where specific pronunciation strategies could be applied to specific
pronunciation acquisition categories.
Derwing and Rossiter (2002) expanded the knowledge of pronunciation and language
learning strategies by researching adult immigrants’ perceptions of their own pronunciation and
the strategies they used during miscommunication due to poor pronunciation. Derwing and
Rossiter discovered that a large portion of the subjects found segmental issues (difficulty in
accurately producing the individual sounds of a language) to be the most important
pronunciation need. As mentioned previously, Derwing and Rossiter (2002) reasoned that the
difficulty for the learners lies in the fact that all of them realized they had pronunciation
problems, and yet 39% experienced difficulty pinpointing what they thought their pronunciation
difficulties to be. In essence, these learners lacked the metacognitive ability (Rubin, 1975; Reiss,
1985; Ramirez, 1986; Vann & Abraham, 1990) to effectively overcome their pronunciation
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problems. Derwing and Rossiter discovered that during these times of segmental difficulty or
“communication breakdown” (2002, p. 156), learners use the following strategies (see Table 3).
The percentages in the table below indicate the percentage of the subjects using each strategy in
Derwing and Rossiter’s (2002) study.
Table 3
Derwing and Rossiter's (2002) Strategies
1. paraphrased their speech (56%)
2. self-repetition (28%)
3. wrote/spelled the word (7%)
4. adjusted their volume of speech (5%)
5. spoke clearly (3%)
6. slowed speech rate (3%)
7. avoidance and appeals for help (14%)
What is unique about Derwing and Rossiter’s study is that it was the first to elicit responses
about pronunciation strategies from subjects who were actually enrolled in pronunciationspecific classes. This means the learners examined in this study actually reported pronunciation
strategy usage as they were enrolled in pronunciation classes, which indicates that other language
learners may also use these same type of strategies when attempting to improve pronunciation. In
addition, Derwing and Rossiter’s research also demonstrated that after subjects were made aware
of the areas in which they were making mistakes in pronunciation, their pronunciation actually
began to improve. This finding would seem to suggest a relationship between metacognitive
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strategies and acquiring more native-like pronunciation—a suggestion that had previously not
been reported.
In another study, Vitanova and Miller (2002) also examined subjects’ perceptions about their
pronunciation learning and the relationship those perceptions had on language pedagogy.
Vitanova and Miller, like Derwing and Rossiter (2002), found that subjects liked having
segmental pronunciation instruction. Additionally, Vitanova and Miller discovered that learners
used both active listening and self-correction when attempting pronunciation. This again serves
as evidence of the need for metacognition in L2 pronunciation learning (Rubin, 1975; Reiss,
1985; Ramirez, 1986; Vann & Abraham, 1990; Derwing & Rossiter, 2002).
Osburne (2003) used a think aloud activity to examine the thought processes subjects
experienced while attempting to improve their L2 pronunciation. She categorized all strategies
found in her in study into eight different themes (listed below).
Table 4
Strategy Usage Percentage in Osburne's (2003) Study
1. monitor global articulatory structure
2. monitor local articulatory gesture of single sound
3. focus on individual syllables
4. focus on sounds below syllable level
5. focus on prosodic structure
6. focus on individual words
7. focus on paralanguage
8. focus on memory or imitation
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She found that imitation (Strategy 8; see Table 4 below) was used by 34% of the participants.
Although this was a previously unrecorded strategy, Osburne suggests that the participants may
have been influenced by the pronunciation of the interviewers. Another strategy that Osburne
found was the use of paralanguage, or “changing volume of speech” (Eckstein, 2007). While
Osburne’s study did contribute to the small body of pronunciation strategy research by
discovering new pronunciation strategies and the ways in which they were used, it failed to
provide details as to which strategies or combination of strategies were used by successful
learners. In other words, simply understanding the strategies that students use for pronunciation
cannot determine which strategies or combination of strategies may help learners to become
more native-like in their pronunciation. Similar to how O’Malley et al. (1989) found particular
combinations of strategies to be effective in helping learners improve in listening
comprehension, it stands to reason that understanding which combination of strategies may be
useful in helping learners effectively acquire pronunciation may also be useful.
Eckstein’s Pronunciation Acquisition Construct
For these reasons, Eckstein’s (2007) study is of particular importance. Eckstein conducted an
experiment that used the Strategic Pronunciation Learning Survey (SPLS) to count the frequency
of certain pronunciation strategies. Eckstein developed the survey questions and based them
upon Kolb’s Experiential Learning Cycle model (1984). The questions were worded to reflect
the different stages of Kolb’s model, with adaptations described previously (see Table 1).
Eckstein’s adaptation of Kolb’s model, the Pronunciation Acquisition Construct (PAC),
included: input/practice, noticing/feedback, hypothesis formation, hypothesis testing, and
motivation. Input can be any medium where language is encountered. Practice is the attempt to
improve language skills. Noticing can be defined as noting differences between one’s speech and
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native speech. Feedback is “a function of an interlocutor’s ability to understand and cognitively
process the pronunciation of a speaker” (Eckstein, 2007, p. 3). Hypothesis formation is the
formulating of plans or ideas to overcome gaps between one’s own second language use and the
language of native speakers. Hypothesis testing is the act of implementing one’s hypothesis to
prove its effectiveness in achieving personal linguistic goals. The table below illustrates the
manner in which Eckstein mapped different pronunciation strategies using the PAC.
Table 5
Eckstein's Strategies Mapped Using the Pronunciation Acquisition Construct
Input/Practice

Noticing/Feedback

Hypothesis Forming

Hypothesis Testing

Motivation

1. Listen for new sounds
2. Identify sounds that are difficult for me to produce
3. Practice new sounds
4. Repeat other’s words silently
5. Memorize words that are difficult for me to pronounce
6. Change volume of speech
7. Adjust the muscles in my face for new sounds
8. Ask for pronunciation help
9. Use English media such as television, movies, and the radio
10. Think about the difference between my native language and English
11. Notice other’s pronunciation mistakes
12. Ask for feedback on my English pronunciation
13. Use a system of symbols that help me more than English spelling
14. Pronounce new words using my native sound system
15. Willing to guess the pronunciation of new sounds
16. Find ways to avoid the problem sounds
17. Sound out new English sounds
18. Try to sound like an English speaker
19. Immediate self-correction
20. Change speed of speech
21. Concentrate on word stress
22. Compare new words to similar words that I do know
23. Look for a good learning environment
24. Keep working until I reach the goals that I make for myself
25. Fix the problem of a poor learning environment
26. I feel happy with the ways I keep from getting tired of learning
27. Solve stressful situations immediately
28. I know how to cut down pronunciation anxiety
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As mentioned previously, the category for “motivation” was not formally included in the
PAC, although strategies for this category were included as part of Eckstein’s study.
Eckstein’s study is the first to examine the relationship between pronunciation accuracy and
pronunciation strategy use based upon a cyclic learning construct and in his study a positive
correlation was found between certain strategies mapped using the PAC and high pronunciation
scores. Specifically, Eckstein found that subjects with higher pronunciation proficiency reported
using more strategies than those with lower pronunciation proficiency. Eckstein also discovered
through a step-wise regression analysis that the following frequently used strategies and nonstrategic predictor variables aided pronunciation: 1) noticing other’s mistakes, 2) adjusting facial
muscles, 3) soliciting help (this strategy was used by 84% of participants), 4) changing speech
volume, and 5) silently repeating to one’s self.
In all, his study revealed that those subjects who use pronunciation strategies mapped using
the PAC, tend to have higher pronunciation scores. Given that this data was gathered by selfreport, further testing of Eckstein’s PAC is necessary to examine the generalizability of
Eckstein’s results to other language learners attempting to improve their pronunciation.
According to Eckstein, the PAC is important for the field of pronunciation strategies because
it provides a classification scheme established upon the theory of cyclical learning, which could
possibly account for the manner in which pronunciation seemed to be acquired in his study.
Eckstein also states that both teacher and student can use this construct to “identify and utilize
the variety of strategies across the pronunciation acquisition spectrum” (2007, pp. 77-8).
Eckstein mentions that the SILL has been beneficial in the area of language learning and
pedagogy in that it has been used by teachers to more effectively teach language and even to
teach language learning strategies (2007). In addition, it has been useful to language learners in
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that the SILL allows them to track their frequency of strategy use and develop more effective
strategies for language learning. Thus, considering both the usefulness of a construct like the
SILL in language learning, and also its problems in accounting for pronunciation strategies in
pronunciation acquisition environments, perhaps another construct, like the PAC, may be useful
to learners in improving pronunciation. It can also be useful in documenting pronunciation
strategies not listed on the SILL (Peterson, 2000).
Although Eckstein’s research was well grounded in acquisition theory and previous research,
Eckstein used self-reported strategy use to determine the relationship between strategy use and
pronunciation improvement. It is difficult to accurately measure and report historically employed
strategies that have been used over a period of several years in a single survey and their
correlations with pronunciation accuracy. Another weakness of his study may have been the
great disparity between the number of high-intermediate learners (28 subjects) and the larger
number of low-intermediate (75 subjects) and intermediate learners (80 subjects). Thus further
testing is required to validate these results. In addition, the subjects in Eckstein’s study were not
attempting to concurrently use pronunciation strategies in order to improve pronunciation nor
were they enrolled in pronunciation courses at the time of the study. Thus, Eckstein’s findings
are limited because the pronunciation strategies reported therein were correlated with
pronunciation proficiency and not pronunciation gain. Therefore, the degree of precise frequency
of use of strategies in Eckstein’s study and the effect those strategies may have on pronunciation
gain is unknown. This is cause for future research to examine correlations between strategy
usage based upon the PAC and pronunciation gain. Doing so will allow for greater confidence to
be established in Eckstein’s theory that pronunciation may be acquired using pronunciation
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strategies based upon the cyclic learning characteristics of the Pronunciation Acquisition
Construct.
Implications for this Study
Researchers have attempted to define “good” or “successful” language learners and to list the
strategies they use (Rubin, 1975; Reiss, 1985; Ramirez, 1986). Additionally, other researchers
have attempted to define “unsuccessful” learners and the manner in which these learners use
strategies (Vann and Abraham,1990). Brown (2008) called attention to the gap between the
pronunciation proficiency of succesful learners and unsuccessful learners, and Peterson (2000),
Derwing and Rossiter (2002), Vitanova and Miller (2002), Osburne (2003), and Eckstein (2007)
have helped to establish groundwork from which to propel the field of pronunciation strategy use
and research.
With all that has been said about the field of pronunciation strategies thus far, there is still
much to be learned about language learning strategies and pronunciation (Peterson, 2000;
Eckstein, 2007). Thus, this study follows Peterson’s (2000) suggestion to train learners to use
strategies and does so by teaching them pronunciation strategies categorized according to
Eckstein’s (2007) PAC and then tests Eckstein’s PAC to observe whether the use of strategies
mapped according to the PAC will yield significant gains in L2 Japanese learners’ pronunciation
over the course of ten academic weeks.
The difference between the PAC used in this study and Eckstein’s original PAC is that the
PAC for the current study incorporates motivation as an official category, whereas Eckstein
made mention of motivation and included motivational strategies in his original research design,
but did not officially include them as part of the PAC. The PAC used in the current study
therefore includes the following categories (see Table 6 below).
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Table 6
Pronunciation Acquisition Construct with Motivation
Input/ Practice
Feedback/Noticing
Hypothesis Forming
Hypothesis Testing
Motivation
In the current study, strategies mapped using the PAC were given to L2 learners of
Japanese over the course of ten academic weeks (eleven total weeks due to Thanksgiving break).
Although the time span is relatively short, Derwing, Munro, and Wiebe (1998) found that
significant improvements in pronunciation may occur within a twelve week span. In that study,
Derwing et al. (1998) elicited pronunciation from 48 non-native English speakers learning
English. The subjects read simple sentences containing commonly used vocabulary and
participated in a spoken narrative task. The subjects were tested at the beginning and end of a
twelve week time period and were divided into three groups: a group that received no
pronunciation instruction (control group), a group that received segmental pronunciation
instruction and a group that received global (speaking rate, intonation, rhythm, projection, word
stress, and sentence stress) pronunciation instruction. The results revealed that significant
improvements were made by both the segmental and global instructions groups for the simple
sentence task in terms of comprehensibility, but only the global instruction group significantly
improved in comprehensibility for the narrative task.
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That being established, the current study differs from Derwing et al. (1998) in that the
control group of the current study was enrolled in speaking classes that focus on pronunciation as
a portion of the curriculum. In addition, the time period for the current study is shorter in actual
weeks. Thus, the current study will examine whether or not similar gains can be made in
pronunciation in a more truncated time frame. Additionally, the focus of instruction for the
current study is strategies and not global or segmental instruction, although the measurement of
pronunciation improvement is segmentally based. This is significant because no other study has
attempted to have subjects use pronunciation strategies mapped using a cyclic learning construct
in order to make pronunciation gains.
In addition, this study is also significant in that it is the first to attempt to examine
pronunciation strategy use and its effects upon pronunciation gains by Japanese learners. The
previous pronunciation strategy studies have examined pronunciation strategy use in only
English (Vitanova & Miller, 2002; Derwing & Rossiter, 2002, Osburne, 2003; Eckstein, 2007) or
Spanish (Peterson, 2000) learning environments. To date, Japanese has not received empirical
attention regarding pronunciation strategy usage and correlations with pronunciation gain. Thus,
the current study proposes to examine this correlation to see whether pronunciation gains can be
made by English speaking learners of Japanese over the course of ten academic weeks. In
addition, this study will examine learner differences based upon pronunciation gain and reported
strategy usage.
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Research Questions
The following research questions are proposed for this study:
1. To what extent does the usage of pronunciation strategies, based upon Eckstein’s (2007)
PAC, help to improve learners’ pronunciation as measured by ratings scored on a Likert
Scale (1-5) for both contextualized and non-contextualized elicited spoken utterances?
2. How are learners with higher degrees of pronunciation gain similar to and different from
learners with lesser degrees of pronunciation gain in regards to pronunciation strategy
use?
Conducting research into these questions can provide further knowledge regarding
whether pronunciation strategy usage based on the PAC classification may assist learners in
improving pronunciation. In addition, an understanding of the ways in which strategies are used
by both learners who experienced pronunciation gain and those who did not may also be
discovered.
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Chapter Three: Research Design
The aim of this study is to examine the effects of pronunciation strategy usage, as
categorized in the Pronunciation Acquisition Construct (PAC) (Eckstein, 2007), on
pronunciation gains by native English speakers learning Japanese as a second language over the
course of a ten week period. This study also attempts to examine any differences between those
subjects who successfully made pronunciation acquisition gains and those subjects who did not.
Participants
The subjects who participated in this study were all native English speaking students
enrolled in either a second year Japanese class (Japanese 201) or an intermediate Japanese
conversation class (Japanese 311) at Brigham Young University in the fall semester of 2008.
These classes were chosen because they both emphasize accurate pronunciation; however
Japanese 311 gives more attention to specific pronunciation instruction than does Japanese 201.
Japanese 311 is taught by a native Japanese speaker two days a week. Its primary aim is to
further develop conversational skills. Japanese 201 is offered five days a week, with Monday,
Wednesday, and Friday instruction being delivered solely in Japanese and taught by a native
speaker of Japanese in one section and a native Spanish speaker with native-like Japanese
linguistic abilities in the other section. Tuesday and Thursday instruction is offered primarily in
English by a native English instructor. The objective of this class is to further develop oral and
aural skills, but also to help subjects learn to read and write accurately.
The subjects were chosen because they were native English speakers enrolled in either
Japanese 201 or Japanese 311. This was important because the curriculum of both classes
allowed the subjects to direct more focus towards improving their pronunciation, particularly in
regards to four specific sounds that receive attention in both the Japanese 201 and Japanese 311
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courses. The four specific sounds are the Japanese nasal /ŋ/ (e.g. ta ni ‘valley’ and taŋi ‘unit’),
the Japanese bilabial fricative /f/ (e.g. fune ‘boat’ and fuzimoto ‘Fujimoto’ (family name)), long
vowels vs. short vowels (e.g. obasaŋ ‘aunt’ vs. obaasaŋ ‘‘grandmother’), and consonantal
gemination (e.g. o:to ‘(my) husband’ and oto ‘sound).
In order to measure contextualized elicited speech, it was important for the study that the
subjects have enough linguistic ability to narrate a story of approximately three to five minutes in
order to provide enough data to effectively and accurately rate the subjects’ pronunciation. Thus
novice level subjects were not included in the study because the instruments used to elicit
pronunciation required a higher level of language abilities.
The researcher visited the classes to solicit participation. The students were told that the
research examines the effect of language learning strategies on speaking skills, but pronunciation
was not mentioned specifically in order to avoid introducing bias. The subjects were given
latitude to determine whether they wanted to participate in the experimental group or in the
control group. This was done because the amount of extra credit that the students would receive
would differ based upon which group they joined. The experimental group subjects would
receive more extra credit based upon their participation in the full experiment. Those students
who wanted extra credit, but did not have the time or desire to participate in the full study chose
to join as control group subjects. The students themselves chose entirely of their own volition
which group they joined, thus it is necessary to acknowledge that some bias may have been
introduced based on differences in motivation levels between experimental and control group
participants. Each participant submitted the appropriate consent form for the group they chose to
join (see Appendix H and Appendix I). The consent form for the experimental group expressly
states that the subjects would be participating as experimental group subjects and what that
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entailed. The consent form for the control group expressly states that they will be participating as
control group subjects and what that entailed. Only after having completed the pretest was the
experimental group informed as to the specific nature of the experiment so they would be able to
focus attention specifically towards using strategies to improve their pronunciation.
A questionnaire was designed by the researcher in order to understand the demographics
of the subjects participating in the study (see Appendix A). In total, there were twenty-seven
subjects who participated in the study—fourteen males (52%) and thirteen females (48%).
Table 7
Male and Female Participants in the Control and Experimental Groups
Experimental Group
Class Level

Control Group

Male

Female

Total

Male

Female

Total

Japanese 201

1

6

7

1

2

3

Japanese 311

4

4

8

8

1

9

Total

5

10

15

9

3

12

There were fifteen total subjects in the experimental group, with females constituting the
majority (66%). There were twelve total subjects in the control group, with males constituting
75% of the subjects. The discrepancy between the number of subjects in the control group and
the experimental group is solely based upon the decision of the subjects themselves as to which
group they desired to join.
The median age of all the subjects was 21.48 years. The median age for the experimental
group was 21.13 years and the median age for the control group was 21.96 years (see Table 8).
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Table 8
Experimental and Control Group Demographics
Experimental Group

Control Group

ID#

Age

Gender

Level

ID#

Age

Gender

15

19

F

201

14

19

F

201

19

21

M

201

37

18

M

201

21

23

F

201

40

21

F

201

30

20

F

201

51

22

M

311

35

20

F

201

54

24

M

311

36

20

F

201

63

23

M

311

44

18

F

201

64

22

M

311

45

23

M

311

65

22

F

311

55

22

M

311

66

23

M

311

58

20

F

311

72

23

M

311

59

20

F

311

77

25

M

311

61

21

F

311

84

21

M

311

70

23

M

311

80

21

M

311

96

26

F

311

Note. “ID#” refers to the subject identification number. “Level” refers to the class level.

Level
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It bears noting that, originally, there were 23 experimental group participants and seventeen
control group participants who took the pretest assessments. However, eight experimental group
participants and five control group participants did not complete the posttest assessments.
Instruments
The instruments used in this experiment were designed to elicit pronunciation from the
subjects in both contextualized and non-contextualized scenarios and determine the effort the
subjects gave towards using pronunciation strategies. A computer program called NetRecorder
was used to elicit and record the pronunciation of the subjects. The subjects were administered a
pretest and a posttest in order to determine whether any pronunciation gains were during the
course and any possible effect that pronunciation strategy usage may have had upon such
pronunciation gains. The pretest and posttest assessments consisted of two parts: a narrative
activity and a non-contextualized vocabulary list. These two forms of pronunciation elicitation
were chosen to see if students could make pronunciation gains in either one or both types of
pronunciation usage scenarios. A pronunciation strategy usage survey was given every two-andone-half weeks for ten total academic weeks to determine the extent to which students were
using pronunciation strategies explicitly taught in the experiment. In total, a pretest and posttest
narrative assessment, a pretest and posttest vocabulary assessment, NetRecorder, and a
pronunciation strategy usage survey were used as instruments in this experiment. These
instruments will be described in full detail below.
Pretest and Posttest Narrative Assessment. The narration used for the pretest and
posttest was based on a pre-publication version of Jang’s (2009) study which examined effective
methods for testing pronunciation. In Jang’s study it was discovered that in presenting subjects
with pictures that contained highlighted or colored objects for words containing target sounds,
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students were able to produce pronunciation in contextualized settings without interference from
any written or spoken form. Since Jang’s (2009) narration test was designed for measuring
English pronunciation, the narration activity for this study was adapted to fit the L2 Japanese
learning environment.
The narration involves a story about a family of six. The story line depicted in the
pictures was designed to prompt vocabulary items containing the sounds targeted in this study.
For example, the family was purposely given the name (Fujimoto) to provide subjects with the
opportunity to pronounce the Japanese bilabial fricative. The subjects were instructed to use
“Fujimoto” whenever they referred to the family as a whole in the narration. However, each
family member was purposely not given a first name. Instead, the subjects were instructed to
refer to each person as if they were part of someone else’s family to prompt the use of kinship
terms using the targeted sounds. Words of kinship used for one’s own family in Japanese are not
necessarily phonologically similar to words of kinship used when speaking of someone else’s
family, so for this reason, the students were asked to speak of each member of the Fujimoto
family as if they were not their own family. This gave them the opportunity to use the following
kinship terms, all of which contain one of the target sound types for this study: otoosan ‘father’;
okaasan ‘mother; oniisan ‘older brother’; oneesan ‘older sister’; otootosan ‘younger brother’;
and imootosan ‘younger sister’. All of the target words selected for the study appear in text
materials familiar to the subjects enrolled in the Japanese 201 course. It was felt that in order for
these subjects to effectively participate in the study, words that were within their linguistic scope
were preferable. The selected words were represented by being colored in the picture prompts for
the narration. The remaining parts of the pictures were rendered in black and white to create a
salient contrast in the subjects’ minds. The non-colored objects in the pictures helped create the
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context for the story that the subjects narrated. The pronunciation of these words was not
included in the data analysis. In order to reduce the mental load, the number of images within
each narration picture was kept as minimal as possible (see Appendix B). In this manner, the
subjects were given the opportunity to pronounce words that contain the target sounds of this
study as they narrated the story.
As noted above, there were four specific target sounds that were examined: the bilabial
fricative (/f/), the nasal (/ŋ/), long vowels, and geminates. In the narration activity, there were ten
tokens of the nasal, five tokens of gemination, six tokens of the bilabial fricative, and twelve
tokens of long vowels, for a total of 32 different tokens (see Appendix B). Though it would have
been ideal to have equal number of tokens for all four types, it proved to be difficult considering
the story line of the narrative activity and also the limited number of vocabulary words
containing some of the targeted sounds in the materials from which the words were chosen.
Pretest and Posttest Non-contextualized Vocabulary Pronunciation Assessment. This
assessment was designed to specifically test the same target sounds included in the pretest and
posttest narrative activity. These words were also chosen from pedagogical materials familiar to
the subjects enrolled in Japanese 201, although different tokens were selected for this assessment.
In total, there were six tokens of the nasal, nine tokens of gemination, eight tokens of the bilabial
fricative, and nine tokens of long vowels, for a total of 32 different tokens (see Appendix C). The
subjects were given a list of vocabulary items and asked to pronounce the words in the order they
appreared on the list. Both the narration and the vocabulary assessments were recorded. As with
the narrative assessment, subjects had the opportunity to erase their recordings and record again
if they were unsatisfied with the original recordings.
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In order to prompt the pronounciation of the different words, four different orthographic
scripts were provided to the subjects. These included kanji (Chinese characters), kana (the
Japanese phonetic syllabaries), and the two common systems of romanization. Thus, by having
all four scripts available, the subjects were able to use the script with which they were most
comfortable.
NetRecorder. Each student was recorded during their pretest and posttest performance
using NetRecorder software, developed by Devin Asay of the Humanities Technology and
Research Support Center at Brigham Young University using a tool called Runtime Revolution.
NetRecorder was used to record the pretest and posttest narrative activity, the non-contextualized
vocabulary pronunciation activity, and the pronunciation practice sessions. The recordings were
saved in a digital database.
Pronunciation Strategies Usage Survey. The subjects were give a survey allowing them
to reflect and report on how often they use various strategies. This self-reporting survey was
based on a five-point Likert Scale. The subjects were asked to circle the degree to which they
used each strategy every chance they had to speak Japanese. The scale ranged from “never” (0
score) to “always” (5 score) (see Appendix F).
This data allowed for the strategy usage to be measured to determine any correlation
between strategy usage and pronunciation gain from the pretest to the posttest. This survey was
administered four different times, at the beginning of each new unit of strategy instruction,
beginning with the second unit, and ending with the posttest.
Procedure
Permission to conduct this experiment was granted by the Internal Review Board at
Brigham Young University. As noted above, participants were solicited from the Japanese 201
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and Japanese 311 courses. All participants were asked to complete a survey to gather
demographic information (see Appendix A). They were instructed how to use the lab equipment
to record themselves as they participated in the narrative activity and the vocabulary assessments
(See Appendix B and Appendix C).
There were four main components of the procedure 1) the pretest and posttest
assessments, 2) the four units of pronunciation strategy instruction for the experimental group, 3)
the strategy usage surveys, and 4) the pronunciation practice sessions associated with each unit
of strategy instruction for the experimental group. These four components will be described
below (strategies without references have neither been borrowed nor adapted from other studies).
The narration and vocabulary pretest assessments preceded the actual treatment given to
the experimental group. The students completed the narrative assessment first, followed
immediately by the vocabulary assessment. The students were allowed to preview the narrative
assessment before recording in order to become familiar with the general story line of the
narration and to help them feel as comfortable as possible while recording their performances. At
the end of the treatment, subjects in both the experimental and the control groups completed the
same narrative and vocabulary assessments again, with no variation in the instructions.
In order to determine the effect of the use of pronunciation strategies, the experimental
group was given strategy instruction applied to the four target sounds in the research (see Table 9
below). The treatment was divided into four units (one for each sound type) and the strategies
outlined in the PAC (see Appendix D) were randomly assigned to each sound unit, except for the
first sound unit (long vowels) which contained strategy instruction for at least one strategy from
each category of the PAC. Each unit was two-and-a-half weeks long, with the exception being
the fourth unit, which actually lasted three weeks and two days (due to the Thanksgiving break).

31

Table 9
Strategy Instruction Curriculum
Unit 1 – Long Vowels (September 22-October 7, 2008)
1. Input - Use Japanese media such as television, movies, and the radio to improve pronunciation
and use strategies
2. Practice- Memorize words that are difficult to pronounce (Eckstein, 2007)
3. Noticing- Identify sounds which are difficult to pronounce
4. Feedback- Ask for pronunciation help from native speakers (adapted from Eckstein, 2007)
5. Hypothesis Formation- Compare new words with difficult pronunciation to words I already
know (adapted from Eckstein, 2007)
6. Hypothesis Testing- Correct self immediately (Eckstein, 2007)
7. Motivation- Be positive when using pronunciation strategies and when practicing
8. Practice-Count mistakes during biweekly recording session, and at other times, in
pronunciation until they are eliminated (adapted from Peterson, 2000)
Unit 2 – Geminates (October 8-October 25, 2008)
9. Input- Look up the word in a dictionary and look at its reading in hiragana to understand how
to say the word
10. Practice- Repeat other’s words silently (Eckstein, 2007)
11. Noticing- Think of how the word is written in hiragana or katakana when attempting to
pronounce it
12. Motivation- Relax and take calming breathes when you feel nervous or anxious about
pronouncing words around other people
13. Motivation- Keep working until I reach my pronunciation goal (adapted from Eckstein, 2007)
14. Practice- Practice sounds in both individual words and sentences
Unit 3 – Nasals (October 26-November 12, 2008)
15. Noticing- Watch how native speakers form sounds with their mouth, tongue position, etc.
(adapted from Osburne, 2003)
16. Hypothesis Testing- Adjust face muscles, mouth, tongue, etc. to match native speakers when
pronouncing difficult sounds
17. Motivation- Think of benefits to be gained by improving pronunciation
Unit 4 – Bilabial Fricatives (November 13-December 6, 2008)
18. Input- Listen for new sounds (Eckstein, 2007)
19. Feedback- Ask for feedback on Japanese pronunciation (adapted from Eckstein, 2007)
20. Hypothesis Formation- Try to sound like a Japanese speaker when pronouncing (adapted from
Eckstein, 2007)
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The subjects were not introduced to all the strategies at the beginning of the study
because it was believed there would have been too many strategies to learn and use at one time.
In addition, it was also believed that by introducing strategies with each new unit focusing on
one specific sound, the subjects could more easily focus their efforts on the improvement of the
pronunciation for that specific sound. In the first two units, the subjects received instruction for
eight and six strategies, respectively. Four strategies were introduced in the third unit, and three
strategies were introduced in the final unit (see Table 9 above). The subjects were encouraged to
continue to use strategies that had been introduced in previous units.
In the first sound unit (long vowels), the subjects in the experimental group met together
with the researcher. The PAC was explained in order to familiarize the subjects with the premise
of the experiment, that learning has been said to happen in a cyclic fashion (Kolb, 1984), and to
inform them that they would be tested later to see if strategy use, based on the PAC, could assist
them in improving their pronunciation. They were introduced to eight of the strategies, with at
least one strategy being drawn from each category in the PAC (see Table 9).
As each strategy was explained, the subjects were given examples of how to use the
strategy. They were also asked as a group, to think of ways in which they could use each of the
strategies. It was suggested by one participant that using strategy 1 (Input- Use Japanese media
such as television, movies, and the radio to improve pronunciation and use strategies) would be a
good medium for both improving pronunciation and also using the other strategies introduced in
the current study. Strategy 2 (Practice- Memorize words that are difficult to pronounce) and 3
(Noticing- Identify sounds which are difficult to pronounce) were introduced together. As
mentioned previously, the strategy training sessions were divided into units based upon the four
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target sounds of this study. However, the researcher explained that the subjects were welcome to
use strategy 2 and 3, and other strategies, for not only the four target sounds of the current study,
but other sounds that the subjects may have found difficult to pronounce.
For example, when introducing strategy 4 (Ask for pronunciation help from native
speakers), the researcher suggested that the subjects visit with their native Japanese instructors
either before or after class or during office hours to get feedback regarding their pronunciation.
In another example, it was suggested that the subjects could use strategy 6 (Correct self
immediately) every time they made a mistake in pronunciation by either correcting themselves
out loud or under their breath.
This same process was followed for each of the remaining three units of strategy
instruction. During the second unit, six new strategies were introduced in conjunction with a
focus on geminates. Unit three focused on nasals and introduced four new strategies. Finally,
unit four focused on bilabial fricatives, and the remaining three strategies were introduced.
The subjects were asked to continue to use the strategies they had learned from previous units
and to use strategies they personally found to be most effective in improving pronunciation for
any of the four sound types.
In order to provide opportunity for focused practice with each of the targeted sounds, the
experimental group was instructed to use prerecorded materials to listen to instances of a native
Japanese speaker saying isolated words containing these sounds. The subjects were asked to then
record themselves saying that same word in a contextualized sentence of their own creation.
Upon completion of the practice session, the subjects were asked to rate whether or not they felt
they pronounced the sound correctly in comparison with the native. They were then asked to
tally how many sounds they pronounced correctly on their first attempt and keep and report a
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record of how many sounds they pronounced correctly for each word during each practice
session.
For each of the four sound units (see Table 9), the subjects were asked to participate in
these practice sessions at least five times for ten minutes each session. Upon completion of a
practice session, it was anticipated that NetRecorder would generate a notification to the
researcher indicating which subjects attended the sessions and the total length of the practice
sessions for each subject. However, due to malfunctions with the reporting system in
NetRecorder, participation in the first three practice sessions was not communicated to the
researcher. Continued problems with the system led the researcher to ask the subjects to submit
those scores via email for the remainder of the study.
As with the words chosen for both the narrative activity and the non-contextualized
vocabulary activity, the words used in the practice units were also taken primarily from materials
familiar to the Japanese 201 subjects. The first practice session contained fourteen different
words. These alternated between words containing long vowel sounds and phonetically similar
words without long vowel sounds. This was done to help the students practice saying the
different types of sounds correctly and to help them to pay attention to the pronunciation of long
vowel sounds. The remaining three categories had ten tokens (different vocabulary) for each
target sound (see Appendix E).
The subjects were asked to complete the pronunciation strategy usage survey (see
Appendix F) beginning with the second strategy instruction meeting (dealing with geminates).
This provided opportunity for the subjects to report on their use of the strategies introduced in
the first unit of instruction (dealing with long vowels). The subjects reported their strategy use
based upon a five-point Likert scale that asked them to rate their use of each strategy whenever
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they spoke Japanese during the time covered by the previous unit. The Likert scale included the
options Never, Almost Never, Occasionally, Almost Always, and Always.
At the beginning of the third unit (nasals), the survey asked the subjects to report their
usage of strategies covered in the both unit one and unit two (see Appendix F). Similarly, at the
beginning of the fourth instructional unit (dealing with bilabial fricatives), the subjects reported
their use of the strategies introduced in the previous three units. The subjects took the final
pronunciation strategy usage survey immediately after completing the both posttest assessment
types (see Appendix B and Appendix C).
Rater Training
The pretest and posttest assessment recordings were evaluated by four different raters.
All four raters were male. Three were native speakers of the standard Tokyo dialect of Japanese,
which is the dialect taught in the Japanese language classes at Brigham Young University. It was
important that the raters be from regions where this dialect is spoken so their perception of the
subjects’ pronunciation would not be biased due to different pronunciation patterns in other
Japanese dialects. The fourth rater was a native English speaker with linguistic training in both
Japanese language learning and pedagogy. Because each rater had experience teaching Japanese
at Brigham Young University each subject was assigned a random number to protect the
subjects’ anonymity. The raters received training in an effort to maintain consistency in the
evaluations. Each rater was introduced to the scoring rubric which uses a five-point Likert scale
(see Table 10 below).
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Table 10
Pronunciation Scoring Rubric
NR -- There is no recording of the word or it is static, making rating impossible.
1 --

Pronunciation sounds completely foreign.

2 -- A pronunciation mistake is evident and the pronunciation is difficult to understand, but
not impossible.
3 -- There is a noticeable pronunciation mistake, but the pronunciation is easy to understand.
4 -- There is a minor pronunciation mistake, but the pronunciation is almost native-like.
5 -- Native-like pronunciation. There are no pronunciation mistakes.
The pretest assessment recordings of subjects who withdrew from the study and did not
complete the posttest assessments were used for training the raters. The raters were given
recording samples from individuals whose pronunciation was considered to be category “one”,
category “three”, and category “five” (see Table 10).
In order to obtain additional samples of both category “one” and category “five” ratings,
the researcher solicited the help of individuals not participating directly in the study. Two
individuals, who had no experience speaking Japanese, were recorded as they read a romanized
narration in Japanese prepared by the researcher (see Appendix G). These individuals were then
recorded as they read the romanized list of vocabulary in the vocabulary assessment.
In choosing individuals with no previous Japanese experience, it was believed that each
sample produced would correlate to category one (see Table 10 above) and the raters were
instructed to proceed with those samples serving as examples of “category one”. The researcher
had the native speaking raters record themselves for both types of pronunciation assessments as
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well. In this way, the raters would recognize the samples produced by native speakers as “five”
on the Likert scale. The category “three” samples were taken from other subjects who completed
the pretest, but did not participate in the study.
The raters were given specific instructions as to the manner in which they should rate each
subject. They were asked to first listen to the category “one”, “three”, and “five” samples in that
order. This was done in order to establish a benchmark in the raters’ minds about these three
levels (1, 3, and 5). By providing a benchmark at the beginning of each rating session, it was felt
the raters would be able to continually reorient themselves as to the expected standards.
The raters were asked to rate the first instance they heard the designated words containing
each of the target sounds. This was done to ensure that the words being judged by each rater
were uniform. Thus, the raters were to ignore attempts to self-correct mistaken pronunciation on
the part of the subjects due to the unpredictable nature in which some students may self-correct
and others may not. Although this does not account for successful self-correction, it was felt this
would allow for measurements of accuracy on the first instance of pronunciation by the subjects
and also provide uniformity among the raters as to which instance they were to rate the
pronunciation. At the beginning of each new rating session, they were asked to listen to the
benchmark samples as explained previously. The raters were also instructed not to let the
subjects’ grammar, vocabulary, or fluency mistakes influence their perception of the subjects’
pronunciation of each sound. They were further instructed to not let previous ratings of
pronunciation influence how they would rate later pronunciation samples for the same participant
(for example, a subject may be rated as a three for a nasal sound, but may actually pronounce the
geminate sound as a four). As far as recordings that had technological problems, or were too
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difficult to understand for any given reason, they were asked to assign those particular sounds a
rating of NR (not ratable).
Following the training sessions, these same guidelines and expectations were used to assess
the data for the experimental and control groups. The raters were asked not to discuss the ratings
of the subjects with one another, and were asked to direct any questions or concerns directly to
the researcher to avoid potential bias in the ratings of the subjects’ pronunciation.
Data Analysis
The data was analyzed in two parts. Both analyses used a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) to answer the research questions of this study. The MANOVA measurements are
provided below. The variables and statistical procedures for research question one will be
discussed first and then a discussion of the variables and statistical procedures for research
question two will follow.
Research Question Number One – Variables and Procedure Discussion. The first
research question asked: To what extent does the usage of pronunciation strategies, based upon
Eckstein’s (2007) Pronunciation Acquisition Construct, help to improve learners’ pronunciation
as measured by ratings scored on a Likert Scale (1-5) for contextualized and non-contextualized
elicited spoken utterances?
Independent Variable. The independent variable was the pronunciation strategy
instruction sessions and practice sessions that the experimental group participated in.
Dependent Variable. The dependent variable was the posttest score for both the narration
and vocabulary assessments.
Statistical Procedures. A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to
compare the mean pretest and posttest scores for each group for both the vocabulary and
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narration assessments, using the posttest score as the dependent variable and the treatment as the
independent variable. Pretest scores were used as the covariate in order to examine gains in
pronunciation. To calculate the experiment and control group pretest and posttest mean scores
for both assessment types, the researcher first calculated the pretest and posttest scores for each
individual subject. The four ratings given by the different raters for each sound were added. In
this manner, the pretest and posttest scores were totaled for each participant. The group mean
scores were found by adding all the individual pretest scores for each subject in the experimental
group and then dividing that sum by the number of experimental group subjects. This was
repeated to find the group mean score for the posttest. The group mean pretest and posttest
scores were found in like manner for the control group for each assessment type (Table 11).
Table 11
Vocabulary and Narration Assessment Mean Scores
Vocabulary Assessment

Narration Assessment

Group/Test

Sub. #

Min.

Max.

Mean

Sub. #

Min.

Max.

Mean

C.G. Pretest

12

339

449

401.83

10

189

381

309.90

C.G. Posttest

12

344

453

409.00

10

234

353

296.00

E.G. Pretest

15

272

446

391.07

10

91

370

253.60

E.G. Posttest

15

321

475

404.40

10

163

401

301.20

Note. “Sub.#” refers to the number of subjects. “C.G.” refers to the control group and “E.G.” refers to the
experimental group.
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The results of the statistical procedures for both types of assessments will be discussed in depth
in the next chapter (Chapter Four).
Research Question Number Two –Variables and Procedure Discussion. Research
question two asked: How are learners with higher degrees of pronunciation gain similar to and
different from learners with lesser degrees of pronunciation gain in regards to pronunciation
strategy use?
Independent Variable. The independent variable is the degree of progress from pretest to
posttest for both the vocabulary and narration assessments. This variable has three levels: high
group, medium group, and low group.
Dependent Variable. The dependent variable is the reported frequency of use of each of
the twenty different strategies by the experimental group.
Statistical Procedures. A MANOVA was used for both the narration and vocabulary
assessments to determine whether subjects who were successful in pronunciation gain differed
from subjects who were unsuccessful in pronunciation gain in terms of strategy usage. The
number of subjects analyzed for the vocabulary assessment and narration assessment differed
due to the technical difficulties previously discussed. The subjects were divided into three groups
for both assessment types based upon their degree of progress between the pretest and posttest.
The experimental group subjects were divided by three for each assessment type in an effort to
maintain an equal number of subjects in each group. The five students with the highest scores
were placed in the high group, the next five students were placed in the medium group, and the
remaining five students were placed in the low group. The MANOVA then assessed the variation
of the three levels of the independent variable (high, medium, and low group) upon the twenty
strategies as the dependent variables.
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Chapter Four: Results
This study was designed to examine whether or not L2 Japanese learners could make
significant gains in their Japanese pronunciation within the course of ten weeks through the use
of pronunciation learning strategies categorized using a cyclic learning model called the
Pronunciation Acquisition Construct (PAC) (Eckstein, 2007). This study compared the results
between two groups of subjects (experimental and control) who were enrolled in either Japanese
201 or Japanese 311. In addition, this study was designed to examine any differences between
learners who successfully make pronunciation gains and learners who were unsuccessful in terms
of pronunciation gain and compare this with reported strategy usage by both types of learners.
This chapter will present the results of different statistical analyses in an attempt to
answer the research questions of the study. In order to facilitate interpretation of the tables and
the discussion, subjects from the experimental group will be referred to as SE # (e.g. SE 80 refers
to subject 80 of the experimental group). Similarly, subjects in the control group will be referred
to as SC# (e.g. SC44 refers to subject 44 of the control group).
Research Question One Analysis
The first research question asked: To what extent does the usage of pronunciation
strategies, based upon Eckstein’s (2007) Pronunciation Acquisition Construct, help to improve
learners’ pronunciation as measured by ratings scored on a Likert Scale (1-5) for both
contextualized and non-contextualized elicited spoken utterances?
Vocabulary Assessment Results. Inter-rater reliability for the non-contextualized
vocabulary assessment was determined using Cronbach’s Alpha (a correlation measure used to
determine the consistency of the four raters). The analysis revealed a moderate degree of interreliability (r = .61), which suggests there was not a high degree of consistency among the raters.
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Understanding the inter-rater reliability score establishes a point of reference by which the
results of the MANOVA may be understood.
The MANOVA revealed no statistical significance for the effect of the treatment (labeled
“Group” in Table 12 below).
Table 12
Effects of Treatment upon Pronunciation Gains for Vocabulary Assessment
Source

Type III Sum of Squares df

MS

F

p

Corrected Model

20695.054

2

10347.527

21.480

.001

Intercept

2724.746

1

2724.746

5.656

.026

Pretest

20553.987

1

20553.987

42.667

.001

Group

79.405

1

79.405

.165

.688

Error

11561.613

24

481.734

Total

4492578.000

27

Corrected Total

32256.667

26

The descriptive statistics indicate that scores for both groups increased from pretest to
posttest over the course of the study. However, in comparing the posttest mean scores for both
the control group (409.00) and the experimental group (404.40), it is apparent the control group
scored higher overall than the experimental group (see Table 13 below).
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Table 13
Vocabulary Assessment Descriptive Statistics
Group/Test

Sub. #

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

C.G. Pretest

12

339

449

401.83

28.94

C.G. Posttest

12

344

453

409.00

29.21

E.G. Pretest

15

272

446

391.07

44.08

E.G. Posttest

15

321

475

404.40

40.29

Note. “Sub. # refers to the number of subjects. “Min.” refers to the minimum scores, “Max.” refers to the maximum
score, and “Mean” refers to the mean score.

The difference in gain between the pretest and posttest for the control group (7.17 points)
and the experimental group (13.13 points) was 6.16 points, which is not large enough to suggest
a significant effect for the treatment. However, the pretest and posttest differential does suggest
that the experimental group showed a larger percentage of pronunciation gain at .03% than the
control group at .02%.
The differential between the pretest and posttest minimum and maximum scores for the
experimental group and the control group is interesting. The control group minimum score
differential (5 points) and maximum score differential (4 points) between pretest and posttest
indicates only a marginal increase in pronunciation gain. However, the experimental group
minimum score differential (49 points) and the maximum score differential (29 points) indicates
a notable increase in pronunciation gain between the pretest and the posttest. Though treatment
did not significantly affect pronunciation gain, the mean score differentials and the fact that
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variation increased slightly in the control group (.27 points), but decreased in the experimental
group (-3.79 points) seems to indicate the experimental group benefitted from the treatment.
Table 14
Comparison of Experimental and Control Group Gains on Vocabulary Assessment
Experimental Group
ID #

Pretest

Posttets

15

368

19

Control Group

Diff.

ID#

Pretest

363

-5

14

339

344

5

417

430

13

37

436

426

-10

21

406

383

-23

40

399

404

5

30

272

321

49

51

397

428

31

35

408

393

-15

54

408

420

12

36

445

415

-30

63

407

385

-22

44

356

373

17

64

384

405

21

45

386

393

7

65

414

439

25

55

405

430

25

66

400

401

1

58

380

436

56

72

419

421

2

59

427

413

-14

77

370

382

12

61

344

367

23

84

449

453

4

70

446

463

17

80

407

475

68

96

399

411

12

Note. “Diff.” refers to the differential between the pretest and the posttest.

Posttest

Diff.
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As shown in Table 13 both the control group and the experimental group, as a whole,
increased between pretest and posttest. There were ten experimental group subjects (75%) who
showed pronunciation gain between pretest and posttest. There were also ten subjects (83%) in
the control group who experienced some degree of pronunciation gain over the course of the
study. In comparing average amount of gain between the two groups, the control group gained
on average 8.6 points. The experimental group, on the other hand, gained on average 13.33
points thus providing more evidence that the experimental group did appear to benefit from the
treatment.
In examining individual subject scores in Table 14, it is also interesting to note the
pronunciation increases of SE 30, SE 58, and SE 80 between pretest and posttest. All three
experimental group subjects showed dramatic increases in pronunciation accuracy between
pretest and posttest. SE 30 had the lowest pretest score of all the participants in both groups
while SE 58 and SE 80 had two of the higher pretest scores. The rate of gain by these three
subjects seems to indicate that both relatively weak and strong learners alike can benefit from the
treatment.
Narrative Assessment Results. Cronbach’s Alpha was again used to determine interrater reliability for the narrative assessment and a higher degree of reliability (r = .71) was found
for the narrative assessment than with the vocabulary assessment. This is comparable to the level
of inter-rater reliability found by Derwing et al. (1998). Due to technical difficulties, however,
recordings for SE 19, SE 30, SE 36, SE 55, SE 96, SC 63, and SC 77 were unable to be saved
digitally and thus were not included as part of this analysis.
The MANOVA revealed significant effects (p = .043) for the treatment (labeled “Group”
in Table 15 below) upon the pronunciation gains of the experimental group as a whole.
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Table 15
Effects of Treatment upon Pronunciation Gains for Narrative Assessment
Source

Type III Sum of Squares

df

MS

F

p

Corrected Model

52655.937

2

26327.968

16.279

.001

Intercept

19779.083

1

19779.083

12.229

.003

Pretest

52520.737

1

52520.737

32.473

.001

Group

7696.215

1

7696.215

4.759

.043*

Error

27494.863

17

1617.345

Total

1863390.000

20

Corrected Total

80150.800

19

*p < .05

The descriptive statistics in Table 16 (below) indicate that while the experimental group
experienced an increase of 47.6 points between pretest and posttest, the control group decreased,
as a group, by 13.9 points. One possible reason for the higher pretest scores among the control
group subjects is perhaps due to the fact that six out of the ten participants had spent at least
twenty-one months in immersion in Japan studying Japanese, whereas only two subjects in the
experimental group had spent over three months in Japan (SE 70 and SE 80 had both spent over
twenty-one months in Japan). It is possible that the control group’s extensive in-country
experience, collectively, may have enabled them to achieve higher pretest scores, which may
have been difficult to improve upon in the course of one semester, but as manifest by SE 80, high
pretest scores may still be improved upon if given the treatment of the current study.
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Table 16
Narrative Assessment Descriptive Statistics
Group/Test

Sub. #

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

C.G. Pretest

10

189

381

309.90

64.19

C.G. Posttest

10

234

353

296.00

48.81

E.G. Pretest

10

91

370

253.60

99.04

E.G. Posttest

10

163

401

301.20

80.67

Note. “Sub. # refers to the number of subjects. “Min.” refers to the minimum scores, “Max.” refers to the maximum
score, and “Mean” refers to the mean score.

A comparison of the minimum and maximum scores differentials for both pretest and
posttest is indicative of the overall effectiveness of the treatment upon the experimental group’s
pronunciation gains. The experimental group saw an increase of 72 points between pretest and
posttest minimum scores and 31 points between pretest and posttest maximum scores. However,
the control group increased by 45 points on the minimum pretest scores, but decreased by 28
points between the maximum posttest scores. This indicates that the lowest scoring subjects in
both groups saw notable increases in pronunciation accuracy. Given that both groups of learners
improved noticeably, this seems to indicate that lower pronunciation scores on the pretest may
possibly correlate with pronunciation gain throughout the course of study as subjects enrolled in
Japanese courses regardless of the treatment. One would expect that enrollment in courses where
pronunciation was emphasized pronunciation gains would occur. However, as can be seen in
Table 17 below, this cannot be said of all subjects.
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Table 17
Comparison of Experimental and Control Gains on Narrative Assessment
Experimental Group
ID #

Pretest

Posttets

15

93

21

Control Group

Diff.

ID#

Pretest

Posttest

Diff.

163

70

14

201

234

33

229

281

52

37

348

335

-13

35

267

363

96

40

189

242

53

44

241

281

40

51

338

305

-33

45

91

176

85

54

320

258

-62

58

337

379

42

64

311

343

32

59

309

356

47

65

381

237

-144

61

239

299

60

66

315

306

-9

70

360

313

-47

72

336

353

17

80

370

401

31

84

360

347

-13

From the table above, it is apparent that nine experimental subjects (90%) made
substantial gains in pronunciation. However, the control group only had four subjects (40%)
experience pronunciation gain. The data supports the findings that the treatment had significant
effects upon pronunciation gain, but, as mentioned previously, there is seemingly a possibility
that lower pretest scores may positively correlate with pronunciation gain. However, closer
analysis of individuals participating in the narration assessment is sufficient to dispel this notion.
The table shows that SE 70, SC 54, and SC 65 decreased in pronunciation accuracy, yet
they achieved some of the higher pretest scores. It is interesting that SC 65 decreased by 144
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points between pretest and posttest. Considering the relatively high inter-rater reliability (r = .71),
it seems less likely that it was rater error. In fact, all three subjects actually increased in
pronunciation gain based upon the vocabulary assessment (see Table 14). It is possible that these
subjects may have been influenced by outside factors. For example, SC 65 had mentioned being
seriously ill during the entire week the posttest was given and thus this may have been a
contributing factor, though exact reasons are unknown.
If SC 65 were excluded from the data, the adjusted mean scores (pretest: 302; posttest:
302.56) and standard deviations (pretest: 62.73; posttest: 46.88) of the control group change only
slightly. Thus SC 65’s posttest score, and possibly the posttest scores of SE 70 and SC 54, may
be anomalies. For that matter, their pretest scores may have been anomalies as well. In speaking
of other control group subjects who showed decreases in pronunciation accuracy, the level of
loss experienced by SC 37, SC 51, SC 66, and SC 84 was marginal.
Similar to the previous discussion of the vocabulary assessment, data from a few
experimental subjects suggests that even subjects with higher pretest pronunciation scores can
show gain over the course of the treatment (SE58, SE 59, and SE 80; see Table 17 above). In fact,
SE 80 achieved the second highest pretest score of either group (370), and also the highest
posttest score (401), which is an 11.93% increase in pronunciation gain over the course of the
study. These three subjects seem to counter the idea that only low pretest scores correlate with
significant pronunciation gain and lend credence to the findings of the MANOVA test which
suggested positive correlations between the treatment and pronunciation gain.
Now to draw comparisons between the narration and vocabulary assessments, Table 18
has been provided.
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Table 18
Comparison of Vocabulary and Narration Descriptive Statistics
Vocabulary Assessment
Group/Test

Sub. #

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

C.G. Pretest

12

339

449

401.83

28.94

C.G. Posttest

12

344

453

409.00

29.21

E.G. Pretest

15

272

446

391.07

44.08

E.G. Posttest

15

321

475

404.40

40.29

Narration Assessment
Group/Test

Sub. #

Min.

Max.

Mean

SD

C.G. Pretest

10

189

381

309.90

64.19

C.G. Posttest

10

234

353

296.00

48.81

E.G. Pretest

10

91

370

253.60

99.04

E.G. Posttest

10

163

401

301.20

80.67

Note. “Sub. # refers to the number of subjects. “Min.” refers to the minimum scores, “Max.” refers to the maximum
score, and “Mean” refers to the mean score.

The narration assessment results are noticeably lower than the vocabulary assessment
results. All minimum, maximum, and mean scores are lower on the narration assessment than on
the vocabulary assessment. The standard deviations are also more varied on the narration
assessment than on the vocabulary assessment. This is perhaps due to pronunciation being
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incidental to telling the story in the narration assessment and thus pronunciation scores may have
decreased.
In comparing the standard deviation differentials between pretest and posttest, it is
interesting that both the experimental (18.37) and control group (15.38) both decreased in
variation. For the experimental group these results were similar, though not as dramatic, to the
vocabulary assessment variation decrease (see Table 13). As for the control group, this decrease
in variation between pretest and posttest differed from the variation increase on the vocabulary
assessment.
Lastly, it is important to mention is that the experimental group showed significant
pronunciation gains as a whole over the course of the treatment and there have been few studies
that have reported such significant pronunciation gains over so short a period of time. Derwing,
Munro, and Wiebe (1998) found significant increases in learner pronunciation over the course of
twelve weeks. The subjects in the current study not only showed pronunciation gains, but these
gains were found in a time period that was two weeks shorter than Derwing et al. (1998). Also
the subjects of the experimental group in this current study experienced pronunciation gain in
contextualized, spontaneous pronunciation environments which is important for communicative
language learning in that accurate pronunciation is necessary for effective communication.
Research Question Two Analysis
The second research question asked: How are learners with higher degrees of
pronunciation gain similar to and different from learners with lesser degrees of pronunciation
gain in regards to pronunciation strategy use?
Learner differences based upon the results of the vocabulary assessment will discussed
first. A discussion of learner differences based upon the narrative assessment will follow.
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Learner Differences Based Upon the Vocabulary Assessment Results. A multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to examine differences between learners who showed
gains in pronunciation and those learners who did not show pronunciation gain and compare
those differences with reported strategy usage. The independent variable is the three groups with
differing degrees of pronunciation gain (high, mid, and low) in the experimental group. The
groups were determined by dividing the subjects according to degree of pronunciation gain. The
dependent variables are the twenty strategies (Table 19) used by the experimental group. The
MANOVA showed that overall student pronunciation gains did not correlate with reported
frequency of use of pronunciation strategies by language learners (Wilks’ lambda= 1.890; F =
4.740; hypothesis df = 22.000; Error df = 2.000; p = .001). However, statistical significance was
discovered for strategy 17 (Think of benefits to be gained by improving pronunciationMotivation). This indicates statistical significant differences among the means reported by the
three groups for strategy 17 (see Table 20 below). The “High Group”, “Mid Group”, and “Low
Group” columns all refer to the mean reported usage for each strategy. The numeric values listed
in the table review to the Likert values reported by the students (see Appendix F).
Table 19 (below) also indicates a difference between mean reported strategy usages for
strategy 8 (Count mistakes in pronunciation until they are eliminated-Practice) among the three
groups. However, this strategy was not statistically significant (p = .067). Therefore, the use of
this strategy does not strongly correlate with pronunciation gain.
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Table 19
Statistical Significance of Strategies Based upon Vocabulary Assessment
Source

Type III Sum of Squares

df

MS

F

p

S01

.158

2

.079

.198

.824

S02

.623

2

.311

1.216

.333

S03

.298

2

.149

.373

.697

S04

1.642

2

.821

1.242

.326

S05

.247

2

.123

.243

.789

S06

.204

2

.102

.669

.532

S07

.139

2

.070

.114

.893

S08

2.656

2

1.328

3.501

.067

S09

1.223

2

.611

1.012

.395

S10

.439

2

.219

.457

.645

S11

.281

2

.140

.198

.824

S12

.562

2

.281

.362

.704

S13

1.089

2

.545

1.457

.275

S14

1.200

2

.600

.743

.498

S15

.670

2

.335

.479

.632

S16

1.602

2

.801

.929

.424

S17

1.479

2

.739

5.608

.021*

S18

1.250

2

.625

1.019

.393

S19

2.507

2

1.254

.843

.456

S20

2.007

2

1.004

1.738

.221

*p < .05
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The statistical significance of strategy 17 (p = .021) and the reported strategy usage
among the three groups (see Table 20 below) suggest that those subjects who used the strategy
“think of benefits to be gained by improving pronunciation” at least occasionally (see Appendix
F for criteria) saw higher gains in their pronunciation over the course of the experiment. In other
words, subjects who reported using this motivational strategy more frequently saw higher gains.
Table 20
Reported Usage for Strategies-Vocabulary Assessment
Strategies

High Group

Mid Group

Low Group

S01

2.10

1.95

1.85

S02

2.25

2.45

2.73

S03

2.90

3.05

2.97

S04

2.40

1.25

1.87

S05

2.30

2.65

2.38

S06

3.15

3.15

3.42

S07

3.25

3.15

3.15

S08

2.85

2.55

1.83

S09

2.73

2.67

2.17

S10

3.07

2.73

2.67

S11

2.87

2.67

2.53

S12

2.6

3.00

2.70

S13

2.93

3.20

2.63

S14

2.47

2.73

2.10

S15

2.10

2.50

2.20

S16

2.50

2.30

1.70

S17

3.10

3.30

2.50

S18

3.20

3.00

2.60

S19

2.80

2.00

2.20

S20

2.80

3.80

3.20
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In terms of pronunciation strategy research, the findings of the present study support
claims made by Brown (2008), who stated that effective language learners know the language
goals they are trying to achieve. However, unlike Brown (2008), the current study is the first to
offer empirical evidence to support these claims.
Table 20 also reveals other differences in trends, though not significant, in reported
strategy usage between groups who successfully made pronunciation gains and the group that did
not make successful pronunciation gains. There was a 1.15 point difference between the high
group mean (2.40) and the mid group mean (1.25) in using strategy 4 (Adjust face muscles,
mouth, tongue, etc. to match native speakers when pronouncing difficult sounds-Hypothesis
Testing). Additionally, there was a .80 point difference in mean usage between the high group
(2.50) and the low group (1.70) in using strategy 16 (Ask for pronunciation help from native
speakers-Feedback).
It is interesting to notice the mean overall strategy scores for the high (2.72), mid (2.71),
and low (2.47) groups. Although there is not much separation between the high and mid groups,
the low group used strategies .24 points less than the other groups. This supports previous
research (Rubin, 1975) which stated that successful learners use a variety of different strategies.
It is also interesting to note the mean scores for the three most widely used strategies
between all three groups. The most frequently used strategies by the high group were strategy 20
(Try to sound like a Japanese speaker when pronouncing-Hypothesis Formation; 3.27), strategy 6
(Correct self immediately-Hypothesis Testing; 3.24), and strategy 7 (Be positive when using
pronunciation strategies and when practicing-Motivation; 3.18).
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Table 21
Highest and Lowest Frequency Strategy Usage-Vocabulary Assessment
Group
High

Mid

Low

Most Frequent

Mean

Least Frequent

Mean

S18

3.25

S02

2.25

S07

3.2

S01

2.1

S06

3.15

S15

2.1

S20

3.8

S19

2

S17

3.3

S01

1.95

S13

3.2

S04

1.25

S06

3.42

S01

1.85

S20

3.2

S08

1.83

S07

3.15

S16

1.7

Note. Refer to Appendix D for a full description of each strategy. “Most Frequent” and “Least Frequent” refer to the
frequency of strategy usage.

The three least used strategies, in terms of mean scores, were strategy 16 (Adjust face
muscles, mouth, tongue, etc. to match native speakers when pronouncing difficult soundsHypothesis Testing; 2.17), strategy 1 (Use Japanese media such as television, movies, and the
radio to improve pronunciation and use strategies-Input; 1.97), and strategy 4 (Ask for
pronunciation help from native speakers-Feedback; 1.84).
There were also interesting differences between highest and lowest frequently used
strategies between the three groups. Strategy 6 (Correct self immediately-Hypothesis Testing)
was commonly used by both the high group and the low group. In addition, strategy 7 (Be
positive when using pronunciation strategies and when practicing-Motivation) was also
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commonly used between both the high group and the low group. Strategy 20 (Try to sound like a
Japanese speaker when pronouncing-Hypothesis Formation) was commonly used between the
mid group and the low group.
Learner Differences Based Upon the Narration Assessment Results. A multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was again used to examine any differences between learners
who successfully made gains in pronunciation and those learners who were unsuccessful in terms
of pronunciation gain and compared those differences with reported strategy usage. Similar to
the analysis for the vocabulary assessment above, the independent variable is the three groups of
experimental subjects who showed differing degrees of pronunciation gain (high, mid, and low)
and the dependent variables are the twenty strategies used in the experiment. The results also
showed that overall student pronunciation gains did not correlate with reported frequency of use
of pronunciation strategies by language learners (Wilks’ lambda= .66; F = .84; hypothesis df =
14.00; Error df = 0.00; p = .02) (see Table 22 below). No statistical significance was found for
any of the strategies, although differences in the usage of strategy 5 (Compare new words with
difficult pronunciation to words I already know-Hypothesis Formation) and strategy 18 (Listen
for new sounds-Input) both approached statistical significance (see Table 22). Concerning
strategy 5, there was little separation in terms of mean reported usage between the high group
(2.97) and the low group (2.83), but .79 points difference between the high group and the mid
group (2.18). Concerning strategy 18, the high group (2.33) and the low group (2.67) reportedly
used this strategy less than the mid group (3.50).
It is difficult to determine the reasons for the difference in pronunciation gain between
the high and low groups based upon mean strategy usage when both groups used strategy 5 and
strategy 18 at approximately similar levels (see Table 22 below). It may be possible that the
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difference lies in the high and mid group’s abilities to use these strategies appropriately to
achieve their language goals (Vann & Abraham, 1990).
Table 22
Statistical Significance of Strategies Based upon Narration Assessment
Source

Type III Sum of Squares

df

MS

F

p

S01

.178

2

.089

.596

.577

S02

.229

2

.115

.482

.637

S03

.185

2

.093

.169

.848

S04

.355

2

.177

.190

.831

S05

1.257

2

.628

4.544

.054

S06

.318

2

.159

.896

.450

S07

.176

2

.088

.164

.852

S08

2.186

2

1.093

2.408

.160

S09

.160

2

.080

.124

.885

S10

1.085

2

.543

1.531

.281

S11

2.387

2

1.194

2.556

.147

S12

1.355

2

.677

1.020

.409

S13

.873

2

.437

1.602

.267

S14

.784

2

.392

.909

.446

S15

.079

2

.040

.069

.934

S16

1.838

2

.919

1.131

.375

S17

1.083

2

.542

2.676

.137

S18

2.567

2

1.283

3.850

.075

S19

2.733

2

1.367

2.609

.142

S20

1.767

2

.883

2.650

.139

The vocabulary assessment analysis revealed strategy 17 (Think of benefits to be gained
by improving pronunciation-Motivation) to be statistical significantly. However, Table 22 shows
that no significant strategy was found for the contextualized narrative assessment. This may be
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due to subjects having to divide their attention between telling the story and using strategies,
which was not the case with the vocabulary assessment. Although, no statistically significant
strategies were discovered for the narration assessment, differences in frequency of usage for
each strategy were found between the low group and high group as illustrated by the table below.
Table 23
Reported Usage for Strategies Based-Narrative Assessment
Strategies

High Group

Mid Group

Low Group

S01

1.75

2.06

2.00

S02

2.38

2.68

2.75

S03

2.61

2.93

2.83

S04

1.78

2.18

1.83

S05

2.97

2.18

2.83

S06

3.11

3.50

3.17

S07

3.08

3.31

3.42

S08

1.89

2.62

3.08

S09

2.72

2.58

2.89

S10

2.44

3.17

2.55

S11

1.89

2.92

3.00

S12

2.38

3.16

3.22

S13

2.61

3.17

3.33

S14

2.17

2.50

2.89

S15

2.33

2.37

2.17

S16

1.50

2.37

2.50

S17

2.83

2.75

3.50

S18

2.33

3.50

2.67

S19

1.67

2.50

3.00

S20

2.67

3.50

3.67
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The low group used nine strategies (8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 19 and 20) used at a higher
mean frequency by the low group than the high group. This may serve as evidence that the high
group perhaps knew when to most appropriately use the different strategies for this assessment
type and the low group did not (Vann & Abraham, 1990).
The order of reported strategy usage means by the high (2.36), mid (2.80), and low
(2.87) groups in the narration activity was opposite to those reported in the vocabulary
assessment. The three most widely used strategies by all subjects participating in the narration
assessment were strategy 20 (Try to sound like a Japanese speaker when pronouncingHypothesis Formation; 3.28), strategy 7 (Be positive when using pronunciation strategies and
when practicing-Motivation; 3.27), and strategy 6 (Correct self immediately-Hypothesis Testing;
3.26); the same three strategies most widely used in the vocabulary assessment as well. Similar
to the vocabulary assessment, the least used strategies on the narration assessment included
strategy 16 (Adjust face muscles, mouth, tongue, etc. to match native speakers when
pronouncing difficult sounds-Hypothesis Testing; 2.12), strategy 1 (Use Japanese media such as
television, movies, and the radio to improve pronunciation and use strategies-Input; 1.94), and
strategy 4 (Ask for pronunciation help from native speakers-Feedback; 1.93).
Table 24 (below) illustrates the highest and lowest frequently used strategies on the
narration assessment. Strategy 6 (Correct self immediately-Hypothesis Testing) was more
frequently used by both the high group and the mid group on the narration assessment, whereas
strategy 7 (Be positive when using pronunciation strategies and when practicing-Motivation) was
commonly used between both the high group and the low group, similar to the vocabulary
assessment results. Also similar to the vocabulary assessment is the fact that strategy 20 (Try to
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sound like a Japanese speaker when pronouncing-Hypothesis Formation) was commonly used
between the mid group and the low group.
Table 24
Highest and Lowest Frequency Strategy Usage-Narration Assessment
Most Frequent
High Group

Mid Group

Low Group

Mean

Least Frequent

Mean

S06

3.11

S01

1.75

S07

3.08

S19

1.67

S05

2.97

S16

1.5

S20

3.5

S04

2.18

S06

3.5

S05

2.18

S18

3.5

S01

2.06

S20

3.67

S15

2.17

S17

3.5

S01

2

S07

3.42

S04

1.83

Note. Refer to Appendix D for a full description of each strategy. “Most Frequent” and “Least Frequent” refer to the
frequency of strategy usage.

The least commonly used strategy by all three groups was strategy 1 (Use Japanese media
such as television, movies, and the radio to improve pronunciation and use strategies-Input). It is
surprising that this strategy is used so little considering the relative popularity of Japanese media
among demographically similar learners. Also surprising is that strategy 4 (Ask for
pronunciation help from native speakers-Feedback) was one of the least commonly used
strategies by both the mid and the low groups. This may be due to inhibitions that students may
feel in asking native speakers for feedback.
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In summary of this discussion, the treatment was not found to significantly affect
pronunciation gain on the non-contextualized vocabulary assessment; however, significant
effects for the treatment (p = .043) were found during the analysis of the contextualized narration
assessment. The experimental group subjects experienced significant pronunciation gains within
a span of ten academic weeks, making this the first study to find such significant effects in so
short a period of time.
In analyzing learner differences based upon pronunciation gains and mean reported
strategy usage, strategy 17 was shown to significantly correlate with higher rates of
pronunciation gain among experimental group subjects based upon mean strategy usage in the
vocabulary assessment. In addition, there were differences found between the three groups in
terms of overall strategy usage on the vocabulary assessment (high group = 2.72; mid group =
2.71; and low group = 2.47) and on the narration assessment (high group = 2.36; mid group =
2.80; and low group = 2.87). The most frequently used strategies for all three groups on both the
vocabulary and narration assessments were strategy 20 (Try to sound like a Japanese speaker
when pronouncing-Hypothesis Formation), strategy 7 (Be positive when using pronunciation
strategies and when practicing-Motivation), and strategy 6 (Correct self immediately-Hypothesis
Testing). The least commonly used strategies for all three groups between the vocabulary and the
narration assessments were strategy 1 (Use Japanese media such as television, movies, and the
radio to improve pronunciation and use strategies-Input), strategy 4 (Ask for pronunciation help
from native speakers-Feedback), and strategy 16 (Watch how native speakers form sounds with
their mouth, tongue position, etc.-Noticing).
Finally, the most commonly used strategy of the high group for both assessment types
was strategy 7 (Be positive when using pronunciation strategies and when practicing-
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Motivation). The most commonly used strategy of the low group between both assessment types
was strategy 20 (Try to sound like a Japanese speaker when pronouncing -Hypothesis
Formation). Considering the low group’s relatively high frequency of use of strategy 20 between
both assessment types and also considering the disparity in frequency of overall strategy usage
between the low group (vocabulary: 2.47; narration: 2.87) and the high group (vocabulary: 2.72;
narration: 2.36 ) and the high group’s relatively high frequency of use of strategy 7, a motivation
strategy, there is support for previous research (Ramirez, 1986; Reiss, 1985; Rubin, 1975; Stern,
1975) that suggests that effective language learners use a variety of strategies and that effective
learners are also motivated learners.
In the following chapter, the results found in the current study will be discussed in depth.
In addition, limitations will also be examined and recommendations given for future study.
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Chapter Five: Discussion and Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to examine the extent to which the usage of pronunciation
strategies mapped using the Pronunciation Acquisition Construct (PAC) (Eckstein, 2007) would
assist subjects studying Japanese as a second language in making significant pronunciation gains
in both non-contextualized, and contextualized environments. Specifically there were four
sounds that were tested to see whether subjects could make significant improvements over the
course of one semester (10 academic weeks). The target sounds were nasals, geminates, bilabial
fricatives, and long vowels.
To implement the experiment, subjects completed two assessment tasks: a vocabulary
assessment (subjects said aloud a list of words containing the four target sounds of the study) and
a narrative assessment (subjects told a story that also included words that contained the four
target sounds of the study). The control group and the experimental group were tested at the
beginning and at the end of the experiment. Four raters judged the data recorded from both
assessment types.
The treatment consisted of experimental group subjects receiving strategy instruction in
four different units. At the beginning of each unit a new target sound was introduced to allow the
subjects to use the newly introduced strategies in making pronunciation improvements for each
new sound. The experimental group subjects also participated in practice sessions where they
listened to a native speaker say words containing the target sound of each unit. The subjects then
recorded themselves using the same words in context (sentences of their own creation).
It was discovered that the treatment was shown to have significant effects upon the
experimental group’s pronunciation gains in the narration assessment. These gains were made in
a period of ten academic weeks. Also, differences in terms of pronunciation gain and strategy
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usage were analyzed and it was discovered that strategy 17 (Think of benefits to be gained by
improving pronunciation-Motivation) was shown to positively correlate with pronunciation gain
in experimental group subjects in the vocabulary assessment.
Discussion of Results
Discussion of Research Question One. This question asks: To what extent does the
usage of pronunciation strategies, based upon Eckstein’s (2007) Pronunciation Acquisition
Construct, help to improve learners’ pronunciation as measured by ratings scored on a Likert
Scale (1-5) for both contextualized and non-contextualized elicited spoken utterances?
A discussion of the results of the vocabulary assessment will be discussed first, followed by
a discussion of the results of the narration assessment.
A MANOVA test was used to determine the effect of the experimental treatment on
pronunciation gain based upon a non-contextualized vocabulary assessment. A Cronbach’s
Alpha analysis revealed a moderate level of inter-rater reliability (r = .61). The MANOVA test
revealed that there was no statistical significance (p = .688) for the effect of the treatment upon
pronunciation gain, but the inferential statistics showed that the experimental group, as a whole,
appeared to benefit from the treatment.
A MANOVA test was also used to analyze the results of the narration assessment for
question one. Inter-rater reliability (r = .71) was found to be higher than the vocabulary
assessment. In this instance, a significant statistical effect (p = .043) was found for the treatment
upon pronunciation gain. This is important because the present study is the first to find
improvement in pronunciation based upon the usage of certain pronunciation strategies. Previous
studies have sought to identify pronunciation strategies (Derwing & Rossiter, 2002; Osburne,
2003; and Vitanova & Miller, 2002), categorize pronunciation strategies according to well-
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known strategy inventories (Peterson, 2000), or determine which strategies correlated with
pronunciation proficiency (Eckstein, 2007). However, the present study is the first to attempt to
teach pronunciation strategies to language learners in order for the learners to use those
pronunciation strategies in making pronunciation gains.
In addition, the present study found significant pronunciation gains to be made in the
shortest reported time period. As mentioned previously, Derwing et al. (1998) found statistically
significant gains made in ESL (English as a Second Language) students’ pronunciation in a
period of twelve weeks. However, the present study found statistically significant gains made in
pronunciation within the span of ten weeks. It is necessary to mention at this juncture that the
generalizability of the current study is limited by the relatively small number of subjects.
It also must be mentioned that Derwing et al. (1998) were not using the same type of treatment,
nor were the subjects demographically similar to the subjects of the present study. While the
treatment of the present study consisted of pronunciation strategies being taught to native
English speakers learning Japanese, Derwing et al. (1998) taught global pronunciation to one
group of non-native English speakers and segmental pronunciation instruction to another, with a
third group receiving no specific instruction. Thus it is unfeasible to make direct comparisons,
however the results of this analysis indicate that it is possible to improve pronunciation during
the course of one semester and that pronunciation strategies mapped to the PAC may be effective
in helping language learners improve their pronunciation.
Additionally, considering the current state of the field of language acquisition with its
focus on communicative learning, it is also important to note that while significant pronunciation
gains were not made in regards to a non-communicative environment (vocabulary assessment)
where words were read from a list, significant pronunciation gains were made in a
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communicative environment (narration assessment) where subjects were narrating a story based
upon a series of related pictures.
Discussion of Research Question Two. This question asks: How are learners with higher
degrees of pronunciation gain similar to and different from learners with lesser degrees of
pronunciation gain in regards to pronunciation strategy use?
As with question one, this section will also be discussed in two parts: the vocabulary
assessment results followed by the narrative assessment results.
A MANOVA was also used to examine the results for both the vocabulary assessment and
the narration assessment. In both analyses, the independent variable is the three groups of
experimental subjects who showed differing degrees of pronunciation gain (high, mid, and low).
The dependent variable was the mean reported usage of the twenty strategies by each group. It
was found that overall student pronunciation gains did not significantly correlate with reported
frequency of use of pronunciation strategies by language learners based upon the vocabulary
assessment. However, strategy 17 (Think of benefits to be gained by improving pronunciationMotivation) was shown to significantly (p = .021) correlate with higher rates of pronunciation
gain among the three groups (high, mid, and low) of the experimental group. This supports
previous research that shows correlations between motivation and successful language learning
(Brown, 2008; Ramirez, 1986; Resiss, 1985, and Rubin, 1975). The current study is the only
study to attempt to find correlations between specific strategies and significant pronunciation
gains, thus this is a new find.
In analyzing the narration assessment, it was discovered that pronunciation gain was not a
significant factor (p = .667) in reported frequency of usage of any pronunciation strategy. Also,
there were no strategies shown to positively correlate with pronunciation gains.
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There were, however, differences in mean frequency of strategy usage between the high
(2.72), mid (2.71), and low (2.47) groups on the vocabulary assessment and the high (2.36), mid
(2.80), and low (2.87) groups on the narration assessment. Strategy usage tendencies were found
among subjects who improved in pronunciation and subjects who did not. The high group used
strategy 7 (Be positive when using pronunciation strategies and when practicing-Motivation)
more frequently for both assessments and the low group used strategy 20 (Try to sound like a
Japanese speaker when pronouncing -Hypothesis Formation) for both assessments.
Regarding the mean frequencies of strategy usage of the high and mid groups based upon
the vocabulary assessment analysis, subjects who successfully made pronunciation gains used
strategies more often than those learners who were unsuccessful in making pronunciation gains,
however, the opposite was true in the case of the narration assessment. In addition, subjects who
successfully made pronunciation gains also appeared to use motivation strategies, as manifest by
the statistical significance of strategy 17 in the vocabulary assessment and the mean frequency of
usage of strategy 7, which are both motivational strategies, more frequently. These findings
support Ramirez (1986) and Rubin (1975) who also found correlations between using a variety
of strategies and effective language learning. Likewise, these findings also support Reiss (1985)
and Rubin (1985) who discovered positive correlations between language learning and
motivation. On the other hand, those subjects who did not experience pronunciation gain
commonly used strategy 20 in both assessment types and were shown to have used strategies
more frequently on the narration assessment and less frequently on the vocabulary assessment.
Implications of Results
From the results of the current study there are several implications in terms of both
language acquisition and language pedagogy. It has been shown by this group of subjects that
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significant gains in pronunciation may be made by language learners within one semester of
language coursework based upon usage of certain pronunciation strategies. It was mentioned
previously that Derwing and Rossiter (2002) found that 42% of the subjects surveyed in their
study felt that pronunciation was their biggest linguistic obstacle, and 39% of the subjects in the
study reported not knowing how to fix their pronunciation problems. The present study will be
beneficial to language instructors instructing these types of language learners who struggle with
pronunciation by helping these types of learners appropriately use pronunciation strategies to
overcome pronunciation difficulties. In addition, language instructors have a series of
pronunciation strategies categorized using an empirically based construct (PAC) with which they
can assist language learners in improving their pronunciation.
The results of question two reveal the importance of using motivation strategies in
regards to pronunciation gains. Those students with higher levels of reported motivation strategy
usage were shown in the current study to see the highest gains in pronunciation. This may instill
confidence in both language instructors and learners alike in that significant gains in
pronunciation may occur in as little as one semester. However, the key appears to be
encouraging learners to apply a variety of strategies, helping them appropriately use strategies to
accomplish personal pronunciation goals, and helping to instill motivation in order to enable
learners successfully accomplish their language goals.
Limitations of this Study
One limitation of this study was the nature in which the experimental and control group
subjects were selected. Rather than a randomized selection process, the subjects self-selected the
group type they desired to participate in as subjects of the current study. This may have had the
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unintended consequence of having the most motivated students participating as experimental
subjects and thus may have influenced the results of the analysis for question one.
A randomized selection of the subjects into both the experimental and control groups
would have better preserved the neutrality desired for this study. In addition, the nature in which
the students self-selected for each group caused for an unequal distribution of those who had
spent twenty-one months or more in Japan among the experimental group and the control group.
This made for difficulties in drawing more definitive conclusions in comparing of the results of
the two groups during the analysis of question one.
Another limitation of this study was the subject attrition which caused for a relatively
small number of subjects. This prevented more confidence in the generalizability of the results of
the analysis of the narration assessment in question one.
There were methodological limits of this study as well. As explained in chapter three, the
strategies were given in a series of four units that coincided with four target sounds that were
deemed to be challenging to L2 Japanese learners. The four sounds tested in the experiment may
have had the unintended consequence of leading the students to focus their strategy usage on the
sounds being tested, and not on different sounds that may have been personally challenging for
each subject. The current study was not designed to account for pronunciation gain in regards to
sounds not outlined in the study and thus some subjects may have increased in pronunciation
accuracy in other sounds they felt to be more personally challenging and not increased as much
in the sounds outlined in this study as a result.
Recommendations for Future Research
This study needs to be replicated with a larger number of subjects in order to further
substantiate or disprove the results found here. Concerning the way in which the strategies were
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gradually introduced through the course of the experiment with each new sound unit, there might
be insightful results discovered by analyzing the pretest and posttest scores for the different
words associated with each sound in each new unit and comparing those with the treatment
strategies introduced with each sound type.
Another recommendation for future research would be to include a third group that
receives the pronunciation strategies of the study without being told of the PAC (Eckstein, 2007)
and without being directed to practice pronunciation in controlled settings as the experimental
group was asked to do in the current study. This would possibly allow for greater understanding
as to whether it is the strategies themselves that are effective in helping learners make significant
pronunciation gains, or whether it is the combination of the strategies chosen for this study (there
are more pronunciation strategies that were not chosen for this study that exist in the body of
pronunciation strategy research) that are effective in helping students make pronunciation gains.
By comparing the treatment group, the control group, and this third group that receives a list of
strategies, but no specific strategy instruction, the validity of the PAC could be further tested
empirically.
Another recommendation for future research would be to allow the subjects to choose
those sounds which prove challenging to them personally. The subjects would be enabled to use
strategies to work towards improving in pronunciation in ways that would be personally
meaningful and may in turn increase motivation.
Considering the current state of the field of pronunciation strategies it is clear that there is
still much to be learned about pronunciation strategy usage and pronunciation acquisition.
Pronunciation strategy research has been limited to ESL, L2 Spanish, and now L2 Japanese
learning environments, but there is still a need for more languages to be tested. The surface has
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merely been scratched as far as the possibilities concerning strategies and second language
pronunciation acquisition. Future studies conducted by implementing the suggestions outlined
above will expand the field of pronunciation strategies research by discovering additional ways
in which pronunciation strategy application and acquisition can be most effective. Additionally,
increased understanding regarding learner motivation and pronunciation acquisition may also
occur. Such expansion in the field of pronunciation strategies will allow for the further
development and implementation of more effective pronunciation acquisition processes and
pronunciation pedagogical practices in the second or foreign language classroom.
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Appendix A: Demographic Questionnaire
Name____________________________________
1. Are you: Female ______

Male _______?

2. How old are you?
3. What is your nationality?
4. What is your native language?
5. Do you speak another language besides your native language and Japanese? If so what
language(s)?
6. If you answered yes to speaking a third language besides your native language and
Japanese, how proficient do you feel that you are?
a. Beginner
b. Intermediate
c. Advanced
d. Superior
7. What other Japanese courses are you enrolled in?
8. What other language courses are you enrolled in?
9. What is your major and minor?
10. How much time, if any, have you spent in Japan?
11. At what age did you begin learning Japanese?
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Appendix B: Narration Assessment Slides and Associated Elicited Vocabulary
Part One:
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Part Two:
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Part Three:
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Vocabulary Words Elicited during Narration Activity
1. Slide 1
a. 藤本 (huzimoto)
b. お父さん(o toosan)
c. お母さん(okaasan)
d. お姉さん(oneesan)
e. 弟さん (otootosan)
f. 九州 (kyuusyuu)
4. Slide 4
a. 朝ごはん(asagohan)
b. 新聞 (sinbun)
7. Slide 7
a. 降る (huru)
10. Slide 10
13. Slide 13
a. 四日(yokka)
16. Slide 16
a. 船 (hune)
19. Slide 19
a. 本 (hon)
b. 六時半(rokuzihan)

2. Slide 2
a. お婆さん(obaasan)
b. お爺さん(oziisan)
a. 北海道 (hokkaidoo)

3. Slide 3
a. 十月 (zyuugatu)
b. 水曜日 (suiyoobi)
c. 三日 (mikka)
d. 六時半 (rokuzihan)

5. Slide 5
a. 学校 (gakkoo)

6. Slide 6
a. 数学 (suugaku)
b. 勉強 (benkyoo)
9. Slide 9
a. 封筒 (huutoo)
12. Slide 12

8. Slide 8
a. 郵便局 (yuubinkyoku)
11. Slide 11
a. 電車 (densha)
14. Slide 14
a. 電話 (denwa)
17. Slide 17
a. 富士(huzi)
20. Slide 20
a. お風呂 (ohuro)

15. Slide 15
a. 飛行機 (hikooki)
18. Slide 18
a. 八日(yooka)
21. Slide 21
a. 九時半 (kuzihan)
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Appendix C: Vocabulary Assessment
Instructions
1. Below you will find that there are 32 different words.
2. For each word there has been provided several different types of readings.
3. Take time to become familiar with each of the words.
4. When you are ready, press record and then use the easiest reading form for you to say
each of the words.
5. Allow for approximately three seconds in between reading each of the words.
1. フランス

ふらんす

Huransu

Furansu

2. 自転車

じてんしゃ

zitensya

jitensha

3. 一冊

いっさつ

is-satu

issatsu

4. ゴルフ

ごるふ

goruhu

gorufu

5. 十一

じゅういち

zyuuiti

jūichi

6. 二つ

ふたつ

huta-tu

futatsu

7. 本屋

ほんや

honya

hon’ya

8. 一階

いっかい

ik-kai

ikkai

9. 二分

にふん

nihun

nifun

10. 待っている

まっている

matte iru

matte iru

11. 便利

べんり

benri

benri

12. 一本

いっぽん

ip-pon

ippon

13. 封筒

ふうとう

huutoo

fūtō

14. 東京

とうきょう

Tookyoo

Tōkyō

15. 小さい

ちいさい

tiisai

chiisai
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16. 二人

ふたり

17. もっと

hutari

futari

motto

motto

18. 古い

ふるい

hurui

furui

19. 四百

よんひゃく

yonhyaku

yon’hyaku

20. 京都

きょうと

Kyooto

Kyōto

21. 残念

ざんねん

zannen

zan’nen

22. 中国語

ちゅうごくご

tyuugokugo

chūgokugo

23. 授業

じゅぎょう

zyugyoo

jugyō

24. 公園

こうえん

kooen

kōen

25. 不便

ふべん

huben

fuben

26. 札幌

さっぽろ

Sapporo

Sapporo

27. 千円

せんえん

sen-en

sen’en

28. 学校

がっこう

gakkoo

gakkō

29. 毎週

まいしゅう

maisyuu

maishū

iie

iie

rok-kagetu

rokkagetsu

katte kimasu

katte kimasu

30. いいえ
31. 六ヶ月
32. 買ってきます

ろっかげつ
かってきます
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Appendix D: Strategy Instruction Curriculum and Schedule
A. September 22-October 7, 2008 (Long vs. Short Vowel Sounds (e.g. obaasan vs. obasan))
1. Use Japanese media such as television, movies, and the radio to improve
pronunciation and use strategies (Input)
2. Memorize words that are difficult to pronounce (Practice)
3. Identify sounds which are difficult to pronounce (Noticing)
4. Ask for pronunciation help from native speakers (Feedback)
5. Compare new words with difficult pronunciation to words I already know
(Hypothesis Formation)
6. Correct self immediately (Hypothesis Testing)
7. Be positive when using pronunciation strategies and when practicing (Motivation)
8. Count mistakes in pronunciation until they are eliminated (Practice)
B. October 8-October 25, 2008 (Gemination (i.e. ikkai, kitte, zasshi, etc.))
9. Look up the word in a dictionary and look at its reading in hiragana to understand
how to say the word (Input)
10. Repeat other’s words silently (Practice)
11. Think of how the word is written in hiragana or katakana when attempting to
pronounce it (Noticing)
12. Relax and take calming breathes when you feel nervous or anxious about
pronouncing words around other people (Motivation)
13. Keep working until I reach my pronunciation goal (Motivation)
14. Practice sounds in both individual words and sentences (Practice)
C. October 26-November 12, 2008 (Japanese Nasal Sound)
15. Watch how native speakers form sounds with their mouth, tongue position, etc.
(Noticing)
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16. Adjust face muscles, mouth, tongue, etc. to match native speakers when pronouncing
difficult sounds (Hypothesis Testing)
17. Think of benefits to be gained by improving pronunciation (Motivation)
D. November 13-December 6, 2008 (Japanese (F) sound)
18. Listen for new sounds (Input)
19. Ask for feedback on Japanese pronunciation (Feedback)
20. Try to sound like a Japanese speaker when pronouncing (Hypothesis Formation)
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Appendix E: Practice Word List for Recording
A. Unit 1
1.
2.
3.
4.

兄弟
相談
お婆さん
聞いて

kyoodai
soodan
obaasan
kiite

きょうだい
そうだん
おばあさん
きいて

5. 大きい
6. お爺さん
7. 巣
8. 叔母さん
9. 吸う
10. 叔父さん
11. 沖縄
12. 来て

ookii
ojiisan
su
obasan
suu
ojisan
okinawa
kite

おおきい
おじいさん
す
おばさん
すう
おじさん
おきなわ
きて

13. 許可
14. 傍

kyoka
soba

きょか
そば

nishi
maki
machi
itte

にし
まき
まち
いって

older brother
consultation (verb form ‘to consult’)
grandmother
to listen (use the form provided, not ‘masu’
form)
big
grandfather
nest
aunt
to smoke
uncle
Okinawa (a place)
to come (use the form provided, not ‘masu’
form)
permission
to the side (i.e. the dog is by the boy’s side)

B. Unit 2
1.
2.
3.
4.

西
巻き
町
言って

5. マッチ
6. 切手
7. 末期

mattchi まっち
kitte
きって
makki
まっき

8. 来て

kite

きて

9. いて

ite

いて

west
a scroll
a town
to say (use the form provided, not ‘masu’
form)
a match (a utensil used to light fires)
a stamp
the end of a time period (Tang Dynasty,
Japan’s Edo Period)
to come (use the form provided, not ‘masu’
form)
to exist (animal, people, etc; (use the form
provided, not ‘masu’ form)
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10. 日誌

nisshi

にっし

a journal

tan’i
san’rin
nihon’e
jinja
guntai
en’yoo
shinwa
ken’ri
kon’yaku
kan’i

たんい
さんりん
にほんへ
じんじゃ
ぐんたい
えんよう
しんわ
けんり
こんやく
かんい

a unit
a mountain forest
toward Japan
a Shinto shrine
army troops
deep sea
Shinto myths
power or authority
engagment
an official rank or office

fune
furoshiki
Fukuoka
fuzoku
fueru
sobu
fuman
ifuku
fuufu
hifu

ふね
ふろしき
ふくおか
ふぞく
ふえる
そぶ
ふまん
いふく
ふうふ
ひふ

a boat
a cloth wrapping (for gifts or lunches)
Fukuoka (a place name)
affiliation
something increases
grandfather
dissatisfaction
clothing
a married couple
a coat used over a kimono

C. Unit 3
1. 単位
2. 山林
3. 日本へ
4. 神社
5. 軍隊
6. 遠洋
7. 神話
8. 権利
9. 婚約
10. 官位
D. Unit 4
1. 船
2. 風呂敷
3. 福岡
4. 付属
5. 増える
6. 祖父
7. 不満
8. 衣服
9. 夫婦
10. 被布
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Appendix F: Pronunciation Strategies Usage Self-Reporting Surveys (4)
October 6 Pronunciation Strategies Usage Self-Reporting Survey
Instructions
Using the criteria given below, indicate the extent to which you used each strategy every chance
you had for the last week. Circle the answer you think most appropriate.
1. Use Japanese media such as television, movies, and the radio to improve pronunciation
and use strategies (Input)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

2. Memorize words that are difficult for to pronounce (Output)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

3. Identify sounds which are difficult to pronounce (Noticing)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

4. Ask for pronunciation help from native speakers (Feedback)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

5. Compare new words with difficult pronunciation to words I already know (Hypothesis
Formation)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

Almost Always

Always

6. Correct self immediately (Hypothesis Testing)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

7. Be positive when using pronunciation strategies and when practicing (Motivation)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

8. Count mistakes in pronunciation until they are eliminated (Practice)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always
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October 22 Pronunciation Strategies Usage Self-Reporting Survey
Instructions
Using the criteria given below, indicate the extent to which you used each strategy every chance
you had for the last week. Circle the answer you think most appropriate.
1. Look up the word in a dictionary and look at its reading in hiragana to understand how to
say the word (Input)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

Almost Always

Always

2. Repeat other’s words silently (Output)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

3. Think of how the word is written in hiragana or katakana (Noticing)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

4. Relax and take calming breathes when you feel nervous or anxious about pronouncing
words around other people (Motivation)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

5. Keep working until I reach the goal for myself (Motivation)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

6. Practice sounds in both individual words and sentences
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always
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November 8 Pronunciation Strategies Usage Self-Reporting Survey
Instructions
Using the criteria given below, indicate the extent to which you used each strategy every chance
you had for the last week. Circle the answer you think most appropriate.
1. Watch how native speakers form sounds with their mouth, tongue position, etc.
(Noticing)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

2. Adjust face muscles, mouth, tongue, etc. to match native speakers when pronouncing
difficult sounds (Hypothesis Testing)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

3. Think of benefits to be gained by improving pronunciation
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

4. Relax and take calming breathes when you feel nervous or anxious about pronouncing
words around other people
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

91

December 4 Pronunciation Strategies Usage Self-Reporting Survey
Instructions
Using the criteria given below, indicate the extent to which you used each strategy every chance
you had for the last week. Circle the answer you think most appropriate.
1. Listen for new sounds (Input)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

2. Ask for feedback on Japanese pronunciation (Feedback)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always

3. Try to sound like a Japanese speaker when pronouncing (Hypothesis Formation)
Never

Almost Never

Occasionally

Almost Always

Always
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Appendix G: Narration Provided for Non-speakers of Japanese to Record
1. Fujimoto kazoku ga imasu. Kazoku wa gonin de, otoosan, okaasan, oneesan, soshite, imooto
to otooto ga imasu. Fujimoto kazoku wa Kyuushuu ni sunde imasu.
2. Sono ojiisan to obaasan wa Hokkaidoo ni sunde imasu.
3. Juugatsu no Suiyoobi no mikka no roku ji han.
4. Otoosan wa Asahi Shinbun o yonde imasu. Soshite, asagohan o tabete imasu.
5. Tabeowatte kara, Oneesan wa gakkoo ni ikimashita.
6. Soko de, suugaku o benkyoo shimashita.
7. Gakkoo ni iru aida, ame ga furimashita.
8. Soshite, ame no naka, yuubinkyoku ni ikimashita.
9. Soshite tegami o fuutoo ni iremashita.
10. Soshite sono tegami o ojiisan to obaasan ni okurimashita.
11. Soshite oneesan wa densha de ie ni kaerimashita.
12. Juugatsu no yokka desu.
13. Obaasan wa okaasan ni denwa shimashita.
14. Kazoku wa hikooki de Honshu ni ikimashita.
15. Obaasan to ojiisan wa fune ni norimashita.
16. Fuji san o mi ni ikimashita.
17. Juugatsu no yooka ni Kyuushuu ni kaerimashita.
18. Sono roku ji han ni oneesan wa hon o yomimashita.
19. Sono ato ofuro ni hairimashita. Soshite kuu ji han ni nemashita.
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Appendix H: Consent to be an Experimental Group Research Subject
Introduction
This research study is being conducted by Seth Robins, Language Acquisition and Teaching
Masters Candidate, at Brigham Young University to determine how language learning strategy
instruction effects improvements in speaking ability. You were selected to participate because
you are currently taking either Japanese 201 or Japanese 311.
Procedures
Speaking Activity
You will be asked to complete a speaking activity that will be held in the HLRC (1141 JFSB) or
another location on campus. The speaking activity is three parts: a narration portion (3-5
minutes), a vocabulary portion (3-5 minutes), and a multiple choice motivation assessment (11
questions). This speaking activity will be conducted twice by the researcher. The first series will
be conducted from September 16-19, 2008. The second series will be conducted from December
8-10, 2008. You will be asked to participate on both occasions. The entire activity will take 1520 minutes on each occasion.
Background Questionnaire
You will also be given a background questionnaire (asking age, native language, second
language(s), etc.)
Language Learning Strategy Instruction
You will receive language learning strategy instructions on four different occasions throughout
the semester. The four dates will be as follows: September 22nd, October 8th, October 26th, and
November 13th. The exact time and location will be determined by students and researchers’
schedules. You are to use these strategies in order to improve in speaking. You will also be given
a motivation assessment approximately weekly from September 22nd to December 5th. Each
instruction session will take approximately 20 minutes.
Biweekly Recordings
You will be asked to practice your speech at the Humanities Learning Resource Center (HLRC)
in 1141 JFSB. You will use a log-in number (ID#) provided for you by the researcher to log in.
You will then listen to a native speaker’s recording and use the strategies you have been taught
to repeat the native speaker’s speech as you attempt to improve your own speech.
This will be twice weekly for at least 10 minutes for each session for the duration of the study.
Risks/Discomforts
There are minimal risks for participation in this study. However, you may feel emotional
discomfort or nervousness when being recorded for the speaking activity (above). Although the
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activity is not graded for either Japanese 201 or 311, the activity will be rated by a native
Japanese speaker. In addition, there is no guarantee that your speaking ability will improve as a
result of using the language learning strategies. In all, participation will take approximately 5-6
total hours during the course of the whole semester.
Benefits
Benefits include a knowledge of language proficiency due to ratings provided by native speakers.
In addition, there may be a possible increase in speaking ability. Also, extra credit will be
awarded depending on percentage of participation in the study and as determined by your course
instructor.
Confidentiality
All information provided will remain confidential. Each participant will be assigned a number
and will only be referred to by that number so that no other person may decipher the participants’
identity. All data, excluding participants’ identity, will be kept in a locked drawer and only those
directly involved with the research will have access to them. The participants’ identification will
kept at a separate location and locked until the research is complete, whereupon it will be
destroyed.
Compensation
Participants will receive extra credit points equal to two other forms of extra credit offered in
each class for complete participation in this study.
Participation
Participation in this research study is voluntary. You have the right to withdraw at anytime or
refuse to participate entirely without jeopardy to your class status, grade or standing with the
university.
Questions about the Research
If you have questions regarding this study, you may contact Seth Robins at (801) 494-3741, or
email at robinss@byu.edu
Questions about your Rights as Research Participants
If you have questions regarding your rights as a research participant, you may contact
Christopher Dromey, PhD, IRB Chair, 422-6461, 133 TLRB, Brigham Young University, Provo,
UT 84602, Christopher_Dromey@byu.edu.
I have read, understood, and received a copy of the above consent and desire of my own free will
to participate in this study.
Date:
Signature:
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Appendix I: Consent to be a Control Group Research Subject
Introduction
This research study is being conducted by Seth Robins, Masters Candidate, at Brigham Young
University to determine how language learning strategy instruction effects gains in speaking
proficiency. You were selected to participate because you are currently taking either Japanese
201 or Japanese 311.
Procedures
You will be asked to complete a speaking activity that will be held in the HLRC (1141 JFSB) or
another location on campus. The speaking activity is three parts: a narration portion (3-5
minutes), a vocabulary portion (3-5 minutes), and a multiple choice motivation assessment (11
questions). This speaking activity will be conducted twice by the researcher. The first series will
be conducted from September 16-19, 2008. The second series will be conducted from December
8-10, 2008. You will be asked to participate on both occasions. The entire activity will take 1520 minutes on each occasion.
Risks/Discomforts
There are minimal risks for participation in this study. However, you may feel emotional
discomfort or nervousness when being recorded for the speaking activity (above). Although the
activity is not graded for either Japanese 201 or 311, the activity will be rated by a native
Japanese speaker. In addition, there is no guarantee that your speaking ability will improve as a
result of using the language learning strategies. In all, participation will take approximately 5-6
total hours during the course of the whole semester.
Benefits
Participants will be able to know whether or not there was language proficiency progression over
the course of a semester based upon comparison of first and second speaking assessment ratings.
Confidentiality
All information provided will remain confidential. Each participant will be assigned a number
and will only be referred to by that number so that no other person may decipher the participants’
identity. All data, excluding participants’ identity, will be kept in a locked drawer and only those
directly involved with the research will have access to them. The participants’ identification will
kept at a separate location and locked until the research is complete, whereupon it will be
destroyed.
Compensation
No compensation will be offered for this part of the study.
Participation
Participation in this research study is voluntary. You have the right to withdraw at anytime or
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refuse to participate entirely without jeopardy to your class status, grade or standing with the
university.
Questions about the Research
If you have questions regarding this study, you may contact Seth Robins at (801) 494-3741, or
email at robinss@byu.edu
Questions about your Rights as Research Participants
If you have questions regarding your rights as a research participant, you may contact
Christopher Dromey, PhD, IRB Chair, 422-6461, 133 TLRB, Brigham Young University, Provo,
UT 84602, Christopher_Dromey@byu.edu.
I have read, understood, and received a copy of the above consent and desire of my own free will
to participate in this study.
Signature:
Date:

